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ABSTRACT

The Impact of Anti-BYOD Policies on Generation Z Hospitality Employee’s
Engagement

by

Danny Crinson

Dr Mehmet Erdem, Thesis Committee Chair
Associate Professor of Hospitality
University of Nevada, Las Vegas

As an industry hospitality typically reacts to problems rather than tackling them
proactively. One of the greatest problems currently faced by the industry is the low
engagement rates across employees. These low levels have been linked to many issues
including low morale, productivity and high turnover rates. One way to try to remedy this
issue before it worsens would be to look at future hospitality employees and try to
understand what will engage them. Doing so will allow human resource leaders to make
changes to any polices which currently do not synchronise with these engaging factors.
With research suggesting that Generation Z are highly dependent on their mobile devices,
the current anti-BYOD (bring your own device) polices which are common in the
iii

hospitality industry may prove to be disengaging. Hospitality industry leaders need to
find a way to ensure engagement of these potential employees while not sacrificing the
level of service associated with the industry. A survey was developed to measure the
level of mobile device dependency, the level of disengagement as a result of anti-BYOD
policies and the level of importance placed on customer service, should BYOD polices be
implemented. Statistical analysis suggests that while both Generation Y & Z are
disengaged by anti-BYOD policies, the difference between them was not significant.
Interestingly, the high level of importance placed on customer service was not
significantly different regardless of generation or level of device dependency. This
suggests that giving both Generation Y & Z employees access to their mobile device
during work would increase engagement levels and would not reduce the customer
experience. There is further discussion suggesting evidence of Generation C, a
psychographic interpretation of Generation Y & Z characteristics. Recommendations for
both the industry and academia are also made.

KEY WORDS:

HOSPITALITY, BYOD, ENGAGEMENT, GENERATION Z
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THE IMPACT OF ANTI-BYOD POLICIES ON GENERATION Z
HOSPITALITY EMPLOYEE’S ENGAGEMENT
CHAPTER ONE
Introduction
As new generations have entered the hospitality workforce high turnover rates
have become more and more of a protuberant issue resulting in high costs and lower
productivity, especially in the hospitality industry (Yang, Wan & Fu, 2012; Zopiatis,
Kapardis, Varnavas & Pavlou, 2011). As a new generation, Generation Z, is about to
prominently enter the workforce, now seems the time to analyze and amend any HR
policies and practices which may adversely impact this particular group. This study
postulates that failure to do so could result in a reduction in employee engagement and
thus a continuation of the high turnover issue.
The proposed research will focus on Generation Z because it differs from
previous generations in that they have been brought up since the invention of the Internet
and the commonization of technology as we know it (Geck, 2006). A Generation Z
individuals’ use of mobile device has become an intrinsic habit as opposed to an overt
behavior (Jasperson, Carter & Zmud, 2005). Consequently, it is proposed that the current
practice in hospitality HR of banning mobile device use in the workplace will be an
unknown and distressing experience for these young employees (Prochaska & Levesque,
2008) potentially resulting in a lowering of employee engagement and therefore
continued high turnover (Roberts & Davenport, 2002).
A policy which allows employees to access and use their own personal mobile
device in the workplace is known as a BYOD (bring your own device) policy (IBM,
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n.d.). By contrast, the policy which is commonly practiced in the hospitality industry of
banning frontline employees from accessing their devices is known as an anti-BYOD
policy.
This study seeks to determine whether a ban on mobile device usage in the
workplace does in fact lower employee engagement in Generation Z through studying
hospitality school students, the future employees of such organizations and those in this
particular generation. The implications of this study could help HR professionals
understand the necessity to this generation of having access to their device while
highlighting the fact that they understand the importance of the guest experience. This
could allow for the current policies regarding mobile devices to be reanalyzed and
amended bridging the disconnect between what Generation Z want (need) to keep them
engaged in the workplace and the HR professional’s fear that customer service and
productivity may suffer.
Purpose
The purpose of this study is to examine the impact anti-BYOD (Bring Your Own
Device) policies have on Generation Z hospitality employee’s engagement in the
workplace.
Research Questions


Will having an anti-BYOD (bring your own device) policy in the work place
disengage future hospitality employees?



If so, will the level of disengagement caused by having an anti-BYOD policy in
place significantly higher for Generation Z compared to previous generations?
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Do hospitality employees still recognize the importance of guest interaction in
relation to them having access to their mobile device?



Do Generation Z members place the same level of importance on the guest
interaction (in relation to them having access to their mobile device) as previous
generations?



Will those that are highly dependent on their mobile device still rate the customer
exchange as importantly in a situations where employees had access to their
devices.
Hypotheses



H1 Having an anti-BYOD policy in place would disengage Generation Z
members significantly more than members of other generations



H2 There will be no significant difference in the perception in importance of the
guest exchange between Generation Z and previous generations



H3 The level of mobile device dependence will not significantly impact the level
of importance placed on the guest exchange
Objectives
The objective of this research is to determine whether current HR policies

banning the use of mobile devices in the workplace disengages Generation Z hospitality
employees. Furthermore, the study aims to investigate whether giving Generation Z
employees access to their devices would detract from the customer experience or whether
the employees still recognize the importance of the guest interaction.
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Justifications
In most workplaces the current HR policy with regards to mobile device usage is
a complete ban due to perceived issues with security, productivity and business culture
(Miller-Merrell, 2012) with studies showing that even when these devices are allowed,
that their functions are often censored with as many as 54% of companies banning
employee’s use of social media at work (Robert Half Technology, 2009). And while this
might have become an accepted paradigm by the workforce up until now, a new
generation is about to enter the work force, one that has been born since the invention of
the Internet and standardization of technology as a way of life (Geck, 2006). This
generation has never been forced to be separated from their mobile device and so this
may cause a problem for HR management as a disconnect develops between their current
policies and their new employee’s philosophy.
This new generation is commonly referred to as Generation Z and while little
research exists on them in the workplace (because they haven’t yet conventionally
entered the workforce), based on what little research has been conducted many theories
have been proposed as to how they will behave and what will motivate them (Lyon,
2010). Although there is some debate, the parameters of birth years to be included in
Generation Z typically range from 1990 through to 2004 (Cross-Bystrom, 2010; Geck,
2006). Because this generation have grown up since the advent of the Internet and
modern technology as is currently known, they are “digital natives” (Lyon, 2010). And
while the benefits of being technologically fluent are many (Cross-Byron, 2010) this
generation have never known a time without having access to such technology and thus it
can be argued its use is no longer an external behavior which serves a purpose, but has
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become an intrinsic habit (Jasperson et al., 2005) engrained into their very understanding
of life. This could bring about the issue whereby being told an employer to “put your
mobile device away in a locker at work” becomes an unknown and confusing experience.
And like any other habit, when being told to stop “cold turkey” leads to anxiety,
discomfort and negative consequences for the individual (Prochaska & Levesque, 2008).
When a Generation Z employee is informed of a company’s ban on mobile
devices in the workplace, it is proposed that this ban on a habitual behavior will create a
negative emotions resulting in demotivation in the workplace and negative feelings
towards the company. If this is true, then it is proposed that the result will be a reduction
in employee engagement.
With such high employee turnover being such a protuberant issue for hospitality
companies, anything that can be done to reduce this will help the overall performance of
said companies (Woods, Johanson & Sciarini, 2012). As generation Z employees are only
beginning to enter the workforce, now would be the perfect time to re-evaluate and make
amendments to current HR policies and training practices relating to employee
engagement in the hope of reducing this high turnover rate within the industry. With
technology being one of the most predominant components of a Generation Z member’s
life (Palley, 2012), it is proposed that this may be a fundamental area to be addressed by
this study. And if it is found that mobile device usage has become an intrinsic habit for
Generation Z employees (Jasperson et al. 2005), the fact that forcing an employee to stop
a habit such as using a mobile device “cold turkey” in the work place would be a
demotivating factor (Prochaska & Levesque, 2008). And with this generation having
even lower employee loyalty than their predecessors (Higginbottom, 2012) it is clear that
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Generation Z employees who are demotivated by a company’s policies won’t remain
with that company, further exasperating the current issue of high turnover in hospitality
(Woods, et al., 2012).
It is proposed that based upon the findings of this research. a balance can be
created in the disconnect between the risk and performance issues which HR departments
currently have with regards to personal mobile devices (Wright, Mooney & Parham,
2011) and allowing Generation Z employees to remain engaged while at work by
allowing access to an item they have become habitually dependent on. By achieving this
collaboration between perspectives, an end result of lower turnover in this new
generation can hopefully be achieved leading to a much more productive and profitable
hospitality industry.
Constraints
Due to the fact that the research is regarding Generation Z, a generation which has
not yet conventionally entered the workforce, a lot of the assumptions supporting this
research are largely theoretical as not much empirical research has been conducted on
this generation due to a lack of access and the relatively contemporary nature of studying
this generation. This has been combated by reviewing literature on the evolution of the
generations and their behavior. By using such information, said literature is able to make
informed inferences regarding the expected behavioral patterns, demographics, and
motivators of Generation Z.
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CHAPTER TWO
Literature Review
Introduction
As this topic has many subsections the literature review will be focused around
three core areas and how these interact with one another to have an overriding effect on
the main issues this research is concerned with; employee engagement and its subsequent
impact on the turnover rate in hospitality. The three core areas that will be discussed are
generational differences with a focus on the use of personal mobile devices, engagement
and BYOD (Bring Your Own Device) policies, a human resource (HR) policy which
might cause disengagement and the potential impacts to customer service should such a
policy be implemented.. Once these three areas have been discussed a suggested
relationship between the three components will be proposed which is inherent to the
purpose of this research; whether the currently widespread HR policy of banning personal
mobile devices in the workplace will be disengaging to Generation Z hospitality
employees, therefore, potentially being a factor leading to a further exasperation of the
high turnover found in the hospitality industry.
Because Generation Z have not yet prominently entered the workforce (Lyon,
2010), as will be discussed further in this chapter, an accumulation of predictions made
by cultural theorists and trend analysis of previous generations will be used to infer
Generation Z’s predicted social cognitive components such as beliefs, behavior and
motivating factors. Due to the fact that they have not entered the workforce, any
inferences and adaptations to policy which will affect them should be made now so that
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any predicted negative reactions can be dealt with and avoided proactively as opposed to
reactively, as this is truly the only road to HR success (Roebuck, 2011). Although there is
debate over exactly who does and does not fall into Generation Z, estimates all place that
they are either beginning to enter the workforce now or will do as of the following few
years, with some even stating that they will be the core of the workforce and leadership
community by 2020 (Stilwell, 2012). Therefore, now truly is the time to begin to
understand the issue of employee engagement in this generation so that the turnover issue
can be reduced as opposed to further aggravated, hence the prominence of this research.
Hospitality Industry’s High Turnover Rate
Turnover is the percentage of employees that leave an organization and are
replaced each year and therefore, turnover in itself is not a negative thing, in fact it can
bring in new employees with fresh ideas and a sense of renewed energy (Batt & Colvin,
2011). And in the current workforce it is not uncommon for many industries to have seen
an increase in the turnover rate in recent years (Bjerke, 2012; Magloff 2012). But with
the US Bureau of Labor Statistics stating that the national average is approximately 32%
annually (as cited in Magloff, 2012) and hospitality research being unable to conclude on
a consensus but making estimates of anywhere between 60% and 300% (Lee & Way,
2010; Moncarz, Zhao & Kay, 2009), there is clearly a disconnect between hospitality and
other industries.
Although some advantages are associated with a more normal turnover rate, there
are many negatives associated with such a highly inflated one. As well as the subjective
matters such as the lowering of staff morale as a result of the loss of colleagues (Contino,
2002), is the financial cost of advertising for the position, training and time taken from
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other employees schedule. One studies found the average cost to be as high as 1.2 – two
times that of the original staff member’s annual salary (Robbins, 1995).
There have been many factors suggested to part explain the dramatically higher
turnover rate in the hospitality industry including that it is a low-skilled labor market, a
large proportion of part time employees, low employee engagement and seasonal
fluctuation (Alonso & O’Neill, 2009; Woods, Johanson & Sciarini, 2012). With these
factors already widely accepted to be inherent in the hospitality industry, HR mangers
need to try even harder to combat this by reducing their turnover rate wherever possible
in order to come closer to the national average and help reduce costs as well as improve
employee morale. And while the hospitality industry has been dealing with the issue of a
higher turnover rate than most for a long time, changes in their employees have meant
that this matter has worsened over time (Yang, Wan & Fu, 2012; Zopiatis, Kapardis,
Varnavas & Pavlou, 2011).
Employee engagement is one area that could hold the answer to this issue.
Employee engagement is often used interchangeably with organizational loyalty and job
satisfaction, however recent research has pointed out that these are in fact consequences
of engagement (Saks, 2006). Employee engagement can be described as a combination of
being psychologically present when performing and occupying a role (Kahn, 1990;
1992). Rothbard (2001) develops this by saying that it is not merely psychological
presence but also the amount of time cognitively available to think about the role while
simultaneously being engrossed and focused on it. With it being found that engagement
and turnover intention are negatively related, further research into which specific
components engage employees needs to be conducted. Saks (2006) points to the fact that
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little empirical research in occupational behavior has been conducted with regards to
human resource practices and engagement. With different generational cohorts looking
for different engaging factors from their employment (McBain, 2007), the industry needs
to address this matter before the next generation enters the work force and the issue
further escalates.
In order to do this, it must first be established who the next generation is. Then,
based upon their individual characteristics, it can be ascertained what does engage them.
Therefore HR policy makers can make relevant decisions as to whether they have
policies in place that serve the best interest of the hospitality organization while
simultaneously engaging their employees.
The New Generation: Generation Z
Generation Z, also referred to as the connected generation, Generation I or the net
generation (Higginbottom, 2012; Lyon, 2010) are thought to be the next generation to
prominently enter the workforce (Lyon, 2010). There is debate over what dates an
individual must be born within to be considered Generation Z, with some theorists stating
that anyone born in or after 1990 is included (Geck, 2006) whereas others have stated the
birth year be as late as 2004 (Cross-Bystrom, 2010). The one thing that all theorists agree
binds members of this generation is that they have been brought up having never notknown the internet and technology as is known to be commonplace today; they are
therefore said to be “digital natives” (Lyon, 2010). And although there currently is not a
lot of research on Generation Z due to their young age and therefore limited access, and
with them not having currently entered the workforce on a mainstream scale, there are
still widely accepted truths about Generation Z’s social cognition. These “accepted facts”
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been derived from cultural commentary based on trend analysis of past generations
(Lyon, 2010).
Michael Jenkins, Chief Executive at Roffery Park has stated that Generation Z are
believed to share many of their characteristics with Generation Y, however in a more
extreme form. Generation Y grew up witnessing and learning from the previous
generation, Generation X. And this included their development of technology that
Generation Y would eventually come to become accustomed to, yet Generation Y could
still vaguely remember a time before technology and the impact it has come to have on
everyday life. Generation Z on the other hand, have grown up oblivious to this, learning
from the actions of their preceding generation, Generation Y; who shared similar
characteristics. This means that Generation Z’s beliefs are a reconfirmation, and therefore
strengthening, of Generation Y’s beliefs (Higginbottom, 2012). This means that
Generation Z are even more “tech savvy”, even more entrepreneurial and even better at
multitasking (Cross-Bystrom, 2010; McGraw, 2012). Based upon these past trends,
Generation Y’s traits and cultural commentaries which will be discussed, some of the
defining characteristics of Generation Z are said to be


connected,



goal orientated,



entrepreneurial,



lacking loyalty,



branding focused, and



immediacy.
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Connected.
Generation Z are said to be the most technologically and socially connected
generation to date. In fact, it is often said that this is the most prominently defining
characteristic if the generation; as they have grown up with the use of technology and the
internet as is known today, they have never not-known a time when technology was as
dominant and commonplace as it is today (Geck, 2006). David Ulrich, a professor of
business at Michigan University, professes that it is more than this, whereby older
generations have seen technology as a tool, it is now a way of life (as cited in McGraw,
2012). And with the advancement of technology has come the simultaneous advancement
and commonization of social media, with social media now being the top internet
destination accounting for 9.2% of online time, even ahead of email, found a recent
Neilson study. The study also found that smartphones are now owned by 44% of all U.S
mobile subscribers with 81% of children under two years old already having some form
of digital footprint (as cited in Solis, 2012). This truly emphasizes how connected and
technologically advanced this generation are. And with this, it has been found that
employers are not just recruiting a Generation Z individual but are gaining access to their
whole social network (Harris, 2012).
Goal Orientated.
Generation Z are thought to be extremely goal orientated, in fact more so than any
previous generation. In a study by the Corporate Executive Board, this was attributed to
the prevalence of computer games while growing up in which specific goals must be
completed before moving forward in the game. This goal orientated cognition has also
been attributed to the popularity of social media and blogging in which the end goal is to
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get more followers, networks and interactions (as cited in Harris, 2012). Generation Z’s
heightened problem solving abilities and communication skills have also been ascribed to
the dominance of both computer games and social media during their upbringing. It is
thought that the playing of such computer games lead to an increase in analytic and
problem solving skills while the use of social media has resulted in advanced
communicative skills (Harris, 2012).
Yvonne Sell, the Director of Leadership for Hay’s Group UK has commented on
these attributes saying that because Generation Z are more focused on reaching the end
goal they are less concerned with “hours worked” and if they can achieve the same end
result in a different or quicker way then they will do this. Thus, leaving them more time
to possibly engage in what they do best, socializing with their network (as cited in
Higginbottom, 2012). In fact, this goal orientation can be applied to many areas of a
Generation Z individual’s life including where they want their end career to be. Sue
Honore, Learning Consultant at Ashridge Business schools has said that Generation Z are
the generation who were raised during a recession and understand how difficult it is to
find work and with that being the case, they are willing to go through several jobs to find
the one that they truly want (as cited in Higginbottom, 2012). Therefore, this goal
orientated mindset further feeds some of Generation Z’s other defining characteristics
including entrepreneurship and a lack of loyalty.
Entrepreneurial.
Due to the fact that Generation Z have been brought up during an economic crisis
they have developed a far more entrepreneurial mindset than previous generations
(Higginbottom, 2012). Yet, because they are so connected and have the world at their
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fingertips through being constantly connected (Lyon, 2010), they can see opportunities
and other success stories that exist. This vision is further fed by their goal orientation
(Harris, 2012) meaning they are willing to work to reach that end vision they have
created for themself. These traits have formed an adaptation to the economic difficulties
Generation Z have been brought up with in the way of their entrepreneurial nature and
intellectual curiosity; this is a generation who will think “outside the box” in an
innovative manner, question the norm and subsequently authority (Higginbottom, 2012).
And because they have been given the opportunity to test these entrepreneurial
characteristics and refine them through games such as “Farmville” it is likely that at age
20 a Generation Z member will have the mindset of a 30 year old from the current
consumer population (Cross-Bystrom, 2010).
This entrepreneurial nature has been a factor in in Generation Z having different
motivating factors than just a high paying salary; they are motivated by being given
personal responsibility as well as the employer taking social responsibility, even more so
than Generation Y (Cross-Bystrom, 2010). This is exemplified by a recent study which
found that 75% of MBA students would take as much as a 20% salary reduction to work
for a sustainable company (Diener, Parekh & Pitera, 2008) and with Generation Z set to
be even more motivated by the social responsibility of the employer (Ceridian, 2010),
this truly highlights the importance of this issue as well as the changing, and questioning
mindset of Generation Z. This has been replicated in other studies, for example the
Corporate Executive Board found that job satisfaction and employee engagement would
be far more likely factors to retain a Generation Z employee than a higher salary (as cited
in Harris, 2012).
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What motivates this generation more is being given responsibility in the form of
projects in which they can truly exercise their flexibility, creativity and risk taking
behaviors in order to achieve an end goal for the business. Giving these types of projects
to these employees is far more likely to engage them and retain them than just increasing
their salary. In line with these desires, it has been said that trust is a large factor in
engaging Generation Z whether that is trusting them to think creatively to complete an
end project or even just in a daily setting. It is thought that strict policies and guidelines
micromanaging Generation Z employees would be a highly disengaging action (Harris,
2012); unfortunately these types of practices are often utilized by large companies
(McGraw, 2012).
Lack Loyalty.
Due to the fact that Generation Z are thought to be so entrepreneurial and goal
orientated it can be inferred that if they weren’t happy in a working environment then
they would leave either in search of something that does fulfil their desires or to create a
position that fulfils them, and therefore, that is another trait that has been ascribed to
Generation Z; a lack of loyalty (Gallup, 2013). Unlike previous generations such as the
baby boomers who were thought to be very organizationally loyal, Generation Z are
forecast not to be, but with the pending retirement of large number of the baby boomers,
Generation Z will be needed to fill the talent gap. And with engagement having never
been more important to a generation and with their very self-independent spirit,
employers do need to work hard to evolve their current beliefs and understanding of
retention as this generation are very different to the baby boomers and if they are not
happy, they won’t think twice about leaving (Harris, 2012). Generation Z, unlike
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previous generations, do not “live to work” they “work to live” and rate a balance
between working and their personal life as highly important, and if they perceive that
their employer does not understand or that their beliefs aren’t in line with the individuals
then that Generation Z employee will not hesitate to find someone who’s beliefs are more
synchronized (Higginbottom, 2012).
Branding Focused.
Neil Rodden, HR Director for PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) comments on the
importance of brands to Generation Z, in the form of what they consume and who they
wish to be employed by (as cited in Higginbottom, 2012). However, although Generation
Z would rather be employed by a recognized brand, like Generation Y found before them,
their other defining characteristics, for example entrepreneurial spirit, creativity etc., are
often incongruent with the current policies and practices of these large companies that are
recognized brands (McGraw, 2012). However, branding is more than that to Generation
Z. It isn’t merely a recognition of trust of a brands product or even a status symbol,
Generation Z are a generation of expert self-branders.
in fact, what some have argued is a lack of attention others have argued is an
innovative new way of understanding marketing of not just the world around them but
themselves as well. And with Generation Z being far more skeptical and dismissive of
older marketing techniques, they integrally understand the implications of “liking”
something on social media and the inferences that their networks will draw from viewing
this. Similarly they understand the importance of “tagging” certain photographs and
“detagging” others (Cross-Bystrom, 2010). In this matter, Generation Z are constantly
aware of how they are being perceived by their network and how they can impact these

16

perceptions so they are branded in the way they deem appropriate. Some studies have
even found that Generation Z shows signs of physical discomfort when not connected to
their social network (Higgins, 2012), and therefore do not know if there have been any
actions on their social media page, having an impact on the way their personal brand is
being perceived. This then feeds into the final defining characteristic of Generation Z to
be discussed; immediacy.
Immediacy.
Generation Z have grown up surrounded by technology which has created the
expectation of real time immediacy, even email is considered as a slow form of
communication in contrast to instant messaging, SMS text messaging and the use of
social media (Whittaker, 2009); let alone comparing this to the days of letters and faxes.
And with this expectation of instant replies it is understandable why Generation Z
members would feel uncomfortable when not connected (Harris, 2012), and therefore,
feeling as if they are not reciprocating the behavior they would desire to receive,
instantaneous communication. But it is not only communication that Generation Z have
an immediacy complex with, it is with every aspect of their life, Generation Z are
motivated by and understand instant gratification (Lyon, 2010). This is characterized in a
study by TiVo who found that 90% of people that can fast-forward through adverts do (as
cited in Qualman, 2009), and although this study was not specific to Generation Z, this is
certainly a new trend showing the direction that Generation Z are taking. But this
immediacy in Generation Z is not just restricted to communication; it manifests itself in
their career choices. Neil Rodden of PwC comments saying that while Generation Z are
looking for responsibility and a chance to flex their creativity in order to advance their
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careers but they aren’t prepared to wait for it and if theory don’t receive that instant
career recognition then they will leave in search of it (as cited in Higginbottom, 2012).
Summary.
Although debate exists over the parameters of Generation Z membership the most
predominant factor that is agreed upon is that they are digital natives, who have grown up
with technology as we know it today, they have never known otherwise and they are
connected (Cross-Bystrom, 2010; Geck, 2006; Higginbottom, 2012), so much so that an
employer no longer is recruiting just the Generation Z individual but access to their entire
social network (Harris, 2012). And while previous generations saw technology and social
media as a tool, this generation see it as a way of life (McGraw, 2012), so much so that
studies have found they show physical signs of discomfort when they are not connected
(Harris, 2012).
This constant connectedness has resulted in them developing the expectancy for
immediacy, in regards to communication, general life and their careers (Higginbottom,
2012; Qualman, 2009; Whittaker, 2009). This is simultaneously linked to their
entrepreneurial spirit and lack of loyalty whereby if they aren’t getting what they want
right now from any facet of life, they will leave in search of it or in search to create it
(Cross-Bystrom, 2010; Harris, 2012; Higginbottom, 2012). And with their upbringing on
technology they have developed heightened goal orientation skills, coupling with the vast
amount of information readily available to them, Generation Z dream big (CrossBystrom, 2010, Harris, 2012; Higginbottom, 2012). In line with this a high paying salary
isn’t a sole motivator of Generation Z, they want the ability to practice and develop their
characteristics that make them unique, their creativity, entrepreneurialism and risk taking
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behavior (Cross-Bystrom, 2010; Harris, 2012; McGraw, 2012). And they understand the
importance of self-branding, if they aren’t given the opportunity to create the ideal image
they see of themself, they will have no problem going in search of it (Cross-Bystrom,
2010; McGraw, 2012).
Unfortunately for the modern large company, Generation Z’s unique skill set,
which being allowed to flex is their key engaging motivator, is incongruent with their
current practices and policies. And with the trend of Generation Y preferring to work for
a smaller company who does allow them the flexibility to utilize their skill set already in
existence (McGraw, 2012), these large companies need to assess how they can adapt to
Generation Z so they can fill their emerging talent gaps caused by the retirement of the
Baby Boomers (Harris, 2012). But not only are Generation Z needed to fill the gaps left
by retiring Baby Boomers, but they might actually be one of the most desired generations
in terms of their skill set. A recent 2012 study found that the five most desirable traits
employers desire are communication skills, ability to work in team structures, decision
making & problem solving, organizing & prioritizing and information processing (Koncz
& Allen, 2012). These are all skills which Generation Z have had the opportunity to
develop through their unique upbringing as digital natives. As mentioned communication
skills are something Generation Z have developed through their rearing on social media
(Harris, 2012), however, this inept ability to create social networks and connect with
others would also aid them in working in a team structure. Similarly to this, their ability
to micro mine information, that is condense communication to a 140 character Twitter
message or characterize Facebook updates into groups (Lyon, 2010) means they have
become experts at information processing, prioritizing and organizing. And with their
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enhanced problem solving abilities through their extended access to computer games
(Harris, 2012); Generation Z seem to have had the perfect opportunity through their
digital upbringing to develop all of the top five skills employers are currently searching
for.
With Generation Z being so connected and having access to all of this
information, as well as being expert self-branders, if they aren’t already aware they will
soon become aware that they are not only able to fill a gap left for them by retired Baby
Boomers but that they are in fact highly desirable talent to the workforce. But as
described, Generation Z are even more fiercely driven than previous generation so if
companies don’t adapt to them, especially when they are sought after, they will have no
problem going in search for, or creating, a more synchronized fit (Cross-Bystrom, 2010,
Harris, 2012; Higginbottom, 2012; McGraw, 2012).
Mobile Devices
Generation Z, as discussed, have been brought up with the technological
dominance that is evident today (Geck, 2006), however it is not a tool but a way of life to
them (McGraw, 2012). Generation Z are in fact the leading owners of tablets and
smartphones as well leading users of online videos and social networking (Harris, 2012).
In fact in a recent study into Generation Z’s digital usage it was found that 76% of 13 –
17 year olds are always attached to technology (Palley, 2012). And with Generation Z
having developed and expectancy for immediate responses and being constantly aware
avid self-branders (Cross-Bystrom, 2010; Higginbottom, 2012; Whittaker, 2009) it is
understandable how being disconnected can lead to physical signs of discomfort and
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disengagement (Harris, 2012), in fact, for Generation Z being connected was found to be
more important than any other material factor or real world activity (Palley, 2012).
Generation Z’s need to constantly be connected yet the necessity of having a life,
and therefore, having to leave their desktop has been made possible by the invention of
the mobile device. This includes tablets, smartphones and personal digital assistants
(PDAs) of which Generation Z are already the leading owners compared to any other
Generation (Harris, 2012). Mobile devices can be seen as an “all-in-one” device as
individuals can utilize all of their technological needs from one device whether that be
social media, email, browse the internet, shop online, SMS text message or make phone
calls and even watch television (Palley, 2012). And with Generation Z being the most
direct and upfront generation to date with a desire for efficiency (Cross-Bystrom, 2010),
it is understandable how this one device that can meet all of their technological needs “on
the go” and from any remote location (Tossell, Kortum, Rahmati, Shepard & Zhong,
2012) has become so prominent in a Generation Z members life.
Generation Z are constantly connected and their mobile device has become a part
of everyday life, but some have argued that it has become more than this, if distress is
caused when separated from the connection then this suggests that the use of technology
has been internalized and become a part of the individuals cognition, and with the regular
use of the device it could be inferred that it has become a habitual behavior (Bargh, 1989;
Moeller, 2011). Habitual behavior is a learned behavior based on past use over a period
of time whereby the past experience is perceived positively, and therefore, the behavior is
repeated regularly with positive consequences resulting in the behavior becoming a nonreflective routinized behavior which is automatic to the individual and internal within
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their subconscious cognition (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005; Bargh, 1989; Jasperson, Carter &
Zmud, 2005; Limayem, Hirt & Cheung, 2007; Venkatesh, Thong & Xu, 2012).
Considering this definition it is understandable how Generation Z’s use of mobile
devices would become habitual. They were brought up with mobile devices (Geck, 2006)
and therefore have had them over a lengthy period of time, their entire life. And with
81% of children under the age of two having some form of digital footprint and by age 12
65% of girls currently have their own mobile cell phone (Grail Research, 2011; Solis,
2012) they are learning how to use these devices at an early age. Then when considering
that studies have found that Generation Z rate their connectedness above any other
material or real world activity (Palley, 2012) and that the use of their smartphone
provides psychological rewards (Oulasvirta, Rattenbury & Raita, 2012); it is easy to see
how this persistent and longitudinal (use of their smartphone) behavior which provides
personal reward has developed into a habitual behavior, especially when it is all
Generation Z have ever known (Geck, 2006).
This theory of habitual use was recently tested in a longitudinal study of
smartphone users of which the participants were predominantly Generation Y, a techsavvy generation who have also become heavily dependent on technology but less so
than Generation Z as they were in fact alive before the commonization of the internet and
technology as we know it (Harris, 2012; McGraw, 2012). The study found that people
have in fact developed frequent and automatic checking habits on their smartphone,
which when appeased did in fact give psychological reward (Oulasvirta, et al., 2012).
Interestingly, they found that there were three types of reward that checking habits
presented. The first was informational reward which refers to information which is non-
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interactive and of which the user has no effect over, for example the news headlines or
the clock. Informational value is extended to items on which the user can interact, for
example, checking status updates as the user could interact with those or accessing instant
messaging. The third is awareness reward value, a more specialized reward in which the
individual is checking to see if there have been any changes, for example checking their
inbox even though there often hasn’t been a change. This third reward is not orientated
towards learning something new or confirming knowledge like the previous two; it is
orientated towards keeping an understanding and maintaining a representation of the
dynamic and constantly changing external reality. The study also commented on the fact
that many participants had referred to their habit as either positive, neutral or an
annoyance as opposed to an addiction (Oulasvirta, et al., 2012).
Interestingly this study was conducted using participants that were predominantly
Generation Y or older. Although technology has become an important component of their
lives it is still viewed as a tool and they have lived in a world without it, unlike
Generation Z (Geck, 2006; McGraw, 2012). They therefore report the habitual nature that
long term, rewarding and frequent use would bring but are still able to disconnect. The
research did not look at the distress that forcing participants to disconnect would bring
nor did it look at the comparative amounts or quantity of reward that the varying types
brought. An interesting piece of future research might be to investigate whether
Generation Z indulge in more checking habits and whether they are proportionately the
same or whether they indulge more in the latter two types of reward checking behavior.
With it being found that frequent and long term users of mobile devices develop
habitual behaviors regarding the use of the device (Oulasvirta, et al., 2012) and
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Generation Z being both the most connected users of such devices and the most long
standing users in terms of perspective (in that they have used them their entire life)
(Geck, 2006; Palley, 2012); researchers at the University of Maryland conducted a
worldwide study investigating how breaking the habit and forcing Generation Z to
disconnect from their devices for 24 hours would impact them. The results showed both
physical and emotional distress. Some of the emotional responses included depressive
symptoms, boredom, confusion, anxiety, irritation, and isolation while some could not
complete the 24 hour task (Moeller, 2011). Both the participants themselves and the
researchers concluded that the heightened level of physical and emotional distress caused
in Generation Z members by having to disconnect for 24 hours is symptomatic of an
addiction (Moeller, 2011). The dramatic results of this study have received vast amounts
of attention worldwide with commentator Andrew Hough stating that 4/5 participants in
the study showed significant psychological and physical distress similar to “drug addicts
or smokers going cold-turkey” (Hough, 2011). As well as the negative emotional and
physical response caused by telling any person to stop a habit “cold-turkey”, studies also
show that other by-products include demotivation and a lack of engagement in any
presented activity (Prochaska & Levesque, 2008). And with the definition of employee
engagement including being psychologically present, available and focused (Kahn, 1990;
1992: Rothbard, 2001) it is clear that asking an individual who is dependent on an item to
be disconnected from it would not only provoke anxiety, but would interfere with
engagement as they are preoccupied by their separation.
This was supported in a recent study by Harris Interactive in which both
Generation Y and Z members were asked whether they would rather give up their social
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media connection or go to jail for one night and the majority reported they would rather
go to jail for the night. Other options which they found more favorable than losing their
connection included get a root canal (physical pain) and cleaning the showers at the local
gym as well as many other unpleasant activities (Business Wire, 2012). And this study
included both Generation Y and Generation Z, with Generation Z set to be more
dependent on their connection a logical inference is that the percentage would be higher
or that they would be willing to go further rather than lose their connection.
The level of reliance on mobile devices, as demonstrated in these studies, has
become such a wide spread and critical phenomenon that psychologists have developed
and coined the term nomophobia which can be defined as a behavioral addiction to
mobile phones manifesting symptoms of both psychological and physical dependency
(Bivin, Preeti, Praveen, & Jinto, 2013). This can be characterized by a negative response
at the prospect of losing one’s device, having no signal or running out of battery (Wrenn,
2012). Recent reports have found that the number of people suffering from nomophobia
had increased. One study reported that in a worldwide survey 84% of people could not go
an entire day without their mobile device (Hart-Duerson, 2012). These high percentages
were supported in a UK study. This study found that 53% of people reported being a
sufferer in 2008 whereas 4 years later in in 2012 this number had increased to 66%. The
report deduced that in the age group 18 – 24 (the majority of which age group fall into
Generation Z) this number was higher at 77% with 25 - 34 year olds being the next
highest proportion at 68%. The report also claimed that on average people check their
mobile device 34 times a day and that males appeared to be more dependent than females
when the study was first run (Wrenn, 2012).
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While the Wrenn report found that those in the 18 – 24 (the majority of which
would be classified as Generation Z) category were more likely to report nomophobia, it
must be noted that the vast majority of the 25 – 34 category (Generation Y) did also
report nomophobia (Wrenn, 2012). This may support a contemporary theory focused on
Generation C. This theory is currently still in its early stages of development and
therefore, is not widely accredited in the research community. “Gen C is a powerful new
force in consumer culture. It’s a term we use to describe people who care deeply about
creation, curation, connection, and community. It’s not an age group; it’s an attitude and
mindset” (“Gen C”, 2013). Under this theory, Generation C refers to psychographics as
opposed to age restrictive demographics; therefore it is a way of thinking instead of being
defined by a birth year (Pickett, 2013). In fact, some reports have argued that Generation
C account for 80% of Millennial (those born 1982 - 2001) (Pickett, 2013; Zapala PR,
2013). And with the key characteristics including expressiveness, trend setting,
networking, application based and most predominantly connected (“Gen C’, 2013),
considering dependency and general attitudes towards mobile devices might be better
considered under such a theory that is not restricted by age categories.
While there has not been any academic research on Generation C to this date, the
idea could be supported by a study on self-perceived text message dependency. This
study investigated text message dependency but had a strong focus on socio-emotional
implications as opposed to a more focus based investigation (like in the Toda study). The
results of this research found that the most significant predictor of dependence was
personality (Igarashi, Motoyoshi, Takai, & Yoshida, 2008). This could be used to support
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the idea that dependency might be best explained in terms of psychographic differences
as opposed to demographic differences such as age, gender etc.
As mentioned, a gender distinction between males and females was found in
Wrenn’s study, interestingly this was also found in one of the first academic pieces on the
idea of mobile phone dependence. Toda (et al.) who created the mobile phone
dependence questionnaire in their 2004 research. In this study, they also found that males
were more psychologically dependent on their mobile device (Toda, Monden, Kubo &
Morimoto, 2004; Wrenn, 2012).
Not only have gender differences in mobile device usage been noted in previous
research but also cultural differences. These are frequently associated with cultural
norms. An example of this might be Americans have been found to have heavier usages
of voice calls because in American culture it is found acceptable to use public space for
personal use and to be loud in it. This contrasted to Japan who have been found to have
higher usage of text messages which is attributed to the fact they do not view public
space as the appropriate place for personal use and do not view being loud in public
spaces as acceptable (Baron & Segerstad, 2009; Canton, 2012). This is logically offers an
explanation if these uses where a text message is silent and less intrusive than making or
receiving a phone call. However, another study found that Korean people, another subset
of Asian, were some of the heaviest users of their mobile phone including both text
messages and voice calls (Baron, 2011), differing from the use of Japanese people. These
complex findings suggest that while there are cultural differences in mobile phone use,
their prevalence is growing across the world. While most of the above studies on
dependence were conducted in the U.S., other countries also report high numbers of
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mobile device prevalence, for example, over 117 million people in China are shown to
access the internet via their mobile device and the Asia-Pacific region has shown to be
the largest mobile device market in the world and is set to continue expanding (Hodgson,
2010).
While research has suggested there may be some differences across groups, no
group is said to be as dependent as the predictions made of Generation Z. And if
Generation Z are willing to go to such extremes rather than be disconnected, then it is
highly unlikely they are going to be motivated to be separated from their phone for
several hours a day as they work. This therefore proposes an argument to employers
whether they should force employees to break a habit because they might be disengaging
their workforce which in turn lead could play a role in them choosing to seek
employment elsewhere, especially in a generation known for lacking employee loyalty
like Generation Z (Higginbottom, 2012). And this is if they managed to attract these
workers in the first place.
Based upon this literature the current study will develop a question block allowing
for device dependency to be investigated as an independent variable. So while device
dependence is not one of the dependent variables measured in this research, it will be
used as part of the analysis of the dependent variables engagement and customer service
value. The independent variable device dependence level will also be a crucial
component in assessing whether the results if this research support its third hypothesis,
that the level of mobile device dependence will not significantly impact the level of
importance placed on the guest exchange.
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Engagement
Due to the fact that different generations are motivated by different factors
(McBain, 2007), and with the high level of importance Generation Z place on their
mobile device, to the extent that they show psychological distress when separated from it
(Moeller, 2011) it might be a reasonable assertion to make that this might have an effect
on their future working lives, in the form of an impact on their level of engagement.
Employee engagement is a term which has received a great deal of attention in recent
years yet there are some theoretical issues in researching it. The main being that there is
no universal definition of employee engagement (Kular, et al., 2008), some focusing on
measures such as workplace passion (Truss, et al., 2006), others on items such as
intellectual and emotional commitment to the organization (Baumruk, 2004; Richman,
2006; & Shaw, 2005) and even effort exhibited (Frank, Finnegan, & Taylor, 2004). Some
theorists even disagreeing as to whether it exists independently, pointing to its similarities
with other constructs within organizational behavior; arguing that employee engagement
is more of a trend characterized by “old wine in a new bottle” (Kular, et al., 2008). One
of the most influential writers on the topic Saks has gained wide acceptance for his
argument that engagement is related to, but distinct from, other constructs in occupational
behavior. He explains this by claiming that while terms such as organizational citizenship
behavior and organizational commitment refer to intentional external behaviors attitudes,
engagement refers to an internal concept which is centered on one’s primary role
performance (Saks, 2006). He extends this explaining that notions such as a “high
turnover rate” are related to engagement in that they are a consequence of a low
engagement level as opposed to being synonymous with the concept.
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Therefore, for the purpose of this research, the definition of employee
engagement which will be used is one that Saks refers to in his paper, which encompasses
the idea that engagement is an internal and implicit measure. Employee engagement will
be defined as a combination of being psychologically present when performing and
occupying a role (Kahn, 1990; 1992). But not just psychological present, but also being
cognitively available to think about the role while simultaneously being engrossed and
focused on it (Rothbard, 2001).
One of the classic, and possibly most widely acclaimed measures of engagement
is the Utrecht Work Engagement Survey (UWES) (Seppa¨la¨, et al., 2009). However, the
UWES again focuses on several components that can be said to be indicative of
engagement. These three measures are dedication, vigor and absorption. The UWES uses
multiple measures of each of these to give an overall composite of engagement.
Dedication refers to the individual’s level of pride, enthusiasm and significance. Vigor on
the other hand refers to a willingness to invest oneself as well as to overcome difficult
times. High levels of vigor can also be characterized by high levels of mental resilience
and energy (Seppa¨la¨, et al., 2009). The final element, absorption is the element which
this research will focus on and use as a representation of engagement as a whole. The
reason for this is the characteristics of absorption are the most synchronistic with the
definition of engagement also used by this study. These characteristics include being able
to fully concentrate in one’s role while feeling engrossed, creating an impression of “time
flying” while working (Seppa¨la¨, et al., 2009). It was believed that this element,
absorption, would be the best measure of an ability to be psychologically present while
being fully engrossed and focused on the role, aka, this study’s definition of engagement.
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One report by Gallup has taken this idea further and further subcategorized this
into employees that are engaged, those are disengaged and those that are actively
disengaged. Gallup differentiate in that disengaged employees aren’t reaching their full
potential and are passive in the workplace, they could be said to be “going through the
motions”. Someone who is actively disengaged on the other hand hold such discontent in
their role that they actively act against it. Gallup reported that they were more likely to
steal, miss workdays, try to negatively influence co-workers and drive customers away
(Gallup, 2013). Most startling about this report were overwhelming figures. Of the 25
million responses, Gallup found that only 30% of employees reported feeling engaged.
Staggeringly, 70% of the U.S work force were found to be disengaged, with 18% of this
total being actively disengaged (Gallup, 2013). With Gallup calculating that this large
number of disengaged employees cost the U.S approximately $450 billion annually, this
truly emphasizes the severity of the issue. Conversely, the companies that fell in the top
quartile for engagement scores reported significantly higher productivity, profitability,
and customer ratings, less turnover and absenteeism, and fewer safety incidents than
those in the bottom quartile. Profitability was so much higher than they found companies
with 9.3 engaged employees per actively disengaged employee actually reported 147%
higher earnings per share compared to their competition. This was contrasted with
companies with 2.6 engaged employees per actively disengaged employee who were
found to have a 2% lower earnings per share compared to their competition (Gallup,
2013).
The Gallup report broke down and analyzed the data further finding some
interesting key points. Not only are front line service industry employees (including
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hospitality) amongst the most disengaged, but those in Generation Y & Z are the most
likely to report lower loyalty and that they will change employers should an opportunity
arise (Gallup, 2013). Interestingly, based on the research, Gallup recommend focusing on
employee’s strengths and unique abilities as a lead way of improving engagement. They
also found that incentives do not improve engagement in the long term, the practices that
impact the work environment are what provide a sustainable, and more cost effective,
solution to the engagement issue (Gallup, 2013).
While the Gallup report on engagement found generational differences in relation
to intention to quit, they did not investigate further this, for example, what are some of
the things which might engage different generations? This research aims to follow on
from here and investigate this matter further, hence hypothesis 1, having an anti-BYOD
policy in place would disengage Generation Z members significantly more than members
of other generations.
Other than generational differences, other differences in engagement research
have been sparsely investigated and in the instance whereby they have been found, they
often have not been replicated over time drawing question to the validity of such
differences. One example is gender differences. It has been claimed that women are more
likely to report higher engagement levels than men with an emphasis on feelings of
enrichment (Johnson, 2004).
Cultural differences have also been reported but with little research done to
explain these differences they remain largely descriptive. Johnson again reports, using
data from an earlier Gallup report, that the level of those that are engaged, disengaged
and actively disengaged is different in many countries. For example, in 2004 while
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Singapore had a relatively low percentage of actively disengaged employees at 9%, they
had one of the highest percentages of disengaged employees at 82% with only 9% of
employees, reporting that they felt engaged. Yet the same study found while 9% of
Japanese employees also reported a feeling of engagement, the level of those who were
actively disengaged was almost three times that of Singapore at 24%. Both of these were
markedly different to Australia where it was found that 18%, double that of both Japan
and Singapore reported feeling engaged, while 20% reported feeling actively disengaged
(Johnson, 2004). This suggest that when it comes to engagement, culture appears to be a
particularly complex variable.
Interestingly, the Gallup report suggested that levels of engagement were best
influenced when employers focused on employee’s strengths and what made them
unique. They also noted that while corporate policies such as flextime, vacations etc. are
related to engagement, what influences it most are the things that impact the work
environment itself (Gallup, 2013). One of the characteristics that make Generation Z so
unique is the fact that they are digital natives, displaying a level of not only comfort but
competence in using technology that is unseen in previous generations (Geck, 2006).
Therefore allowing Generation Z access to their technology, with their mobile device
being the most prominent (Palley, 2012), might lead to a highly engaged workforce,
especially in a generation who have been found to lack loyalty (Gallup, 2013).Regardless
of this, it has been found that in most customer-facing work places (such as the
hospitality industry) the most common HR policy regarding mobile devices in the
workplace is a ban on usage (Miller-Merrell, 2012). Studies have shown that when
devices are allowed, their use is often censored especially with regards to social media;
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one study by Robert Half Technology found that 54% of workplaces completely
prohibited their employees from using social media while only 10% allow their
employees to use their social media for any type of personal use in the workplace (Robert
Half Technology, 2009). The reason behind this is often attributed to concerns of risk,
reputational damage and reduced productivity through distraction (Aula, 2010; Johnson,
2012; Wright, et al., 2011).
An example of reputational damage, even though indirectly associated to the
organization, was experienced by GoDaddy.com in 2011 when their CEO Bob Parsons
posted a video of himself shooting an elephant on his twitter account. His video went
viral resulting in PETA withdrawing their business from GoDaddy.com and huge
reputational damage to the company (Remizowski, 2011), even though this video was not
associated with the company in any way other than indirectly through one of its
employees. Risk is often another issue attributed to a policy banning the use of social
media in the workplace. Risk can be defined as the possibility that an event will occur
that might impact an organization’s ability to meet their objectives Edmead, 2007). With
regards to social media usage in the workplace, such risks might include, but are not
limited to, such instances as compliance breeches with regulatory requirements, malware
attacks, loss of intellectual property, privacy breech, copyright infringement or
information leakage (Shullich, 2011). An example of this occurred in 2012 when the
CFO of Francesca’s, a clothing retailer, was terminated for leaking hints towards the
company’s fiscal performance prior to release over one of his social media websites
(Silverman, 2012). The suggested issue that productivity might decrease is discussed
further later in the chapter.
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The prevalence of social media and mobile devices in the current workplace has
been so apparent in recent years that it has reached the courts. The National Labor
Relations Board (NLRB) felt it was necessary to analyze the current situation and made a
decision on what social media policies are legal and which are in violation of section
seven of National Labor Relations Act (NLRA); which protect employee’s ability to
discuss their terms of employment, wages and working conditions with colleagues
(NLRB, 2012). To enforce a policy, including such broad polices as “prohibit comments
which may damage the company’s reputation” is a violation of NLRA and seen to violate
colleague’s right to free speech in discussion of their work terms and conditions (NLRB,
2012).
And while having an anti-BYOD policy may be an issue for current employees, it
may be more imperative of an issue for the digital native employees of the future. With
iPad sales outranking personal computer sales for schools in 2012, for the first time ever
(Tam, 2013) it appears mobile devices are becoming more engrained in these young
people’s lives. To the point that they are allowed access to their devices throughout their
education but their expected policy changes when they reach the workforce. This posing
an interesting situation in that changes to policies that govern employee behavior are
often met negatively with disgruntled attitudes, a reduction in productivity and a lowering
of engagement; especially when that policy is viewed as disciplinary or reactionary
(Cornett, 2013). Considering Generation Z are a generation motivated by trust, to have a
policy that removes a device they’ve become accustomed to might be seen as disciplinary
to them, similar to a parent removing one of their favorite toys as a punishment. And with
them never having known not having this access (Geck, 2006), this could lead to
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confusion and frustration on their part. A secondary blow might be dealt by the fact that
this generation is not only used to technology, but motivated by trust (McGraw, 2012).
To them, such a policy might be perceived as a lack of trust on the part of the employer,
that they don’t trust Generation Z not cause risk, reputational damage and be unable to be
productive in the workplace (Aula, 2010; Johnson, 2012; Wright, et al., 2011). This issue
of productivity will be discussed next.
It is the theoretical basis of this literature, but lack of empirical research into
BYOD policies and engagement that has formulated this research’s first hypothesis;
having an anti-BYOD policy in place would disengage Generation Z members
significantly more than members of other generations.
Customer Service
One of the arguments put forward against BYOD policies is a lack of productivity
(Johnson, 2012). For front line hospitality employees, the entry level positions a young
employee (Generation Z) is most likely to enter, this would largely refer to the service
offered (Chester, 2013). A front line employee ignoring, or giving priority to accessing
their mobile device over the customer exchange point, it could be argued is equivocal to
ignoring the guest to converse with a colleague or peer, only on the mobile device the
peer is not physically present but technologically present. For an employee in the service
industry to conduct themselves in such a way would certainly not just be providing poor
customer service, but most probably would be decreasing the particular customer in
question’s satisfaction level, leaving them in essence feeling ignored (Bromley, 2013).
A neuroscientific experiment was conducted into this feeling of being ignored. In
the study subjects were lead to believe they were playing a computer game against other
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players while undergoing an fMRI scan, they were actually playing against the computer.
The subject eventually became excluded from the game as the “other players” continued
to play. Even after the debriefing when subjects were told it was in fact a computer they
were playing against, they still reported feelings of neglect, isolation, anger and
frustration, even against the computer. Interestingly, the same regions of the brain that are
associated with feeling pain were activated during the game when the subject began to be
“isolated” (Masten, et al., 2009). And in an industry which sells experiences, the
hospitality organizations do not want its customers to be feeling with feelings of rejection
with internal cognition simulating pain. And with the U.S losing $83 billion annually in
missing sales as a result of abandoned purchases and customer defections as a result of
such neglected service transactions (Bromely, 2013), it is understandable why a HR
leader I n the hospitality industry might choose not to take the risk.
This argument rests on an unproven premise that given access to their mobile
device, frontline employees, especially those that are dependent on their mobile device
like Generation Z, will ignore a customer. However, this has never been empirically
tested in academic research.
Contrary to this argument would be that those that choose to work in the
hospitality industry, especially those choosing to get an education in the field to make it
their career choice, inherently want to provide a high level of guest satisfaction. Many
theories have offered suggestion to explain this. One of the most prominent is based on
personality theory. One study looking at undergraduate students in a hospitality college
found the personality trait extroversion was a significant predictor for those with intent to
enter the hospitality industry as their career choice (Teng, 2008). Characteristics which

37

are typical in someone with a high extroversion score on the personality scale support
synchronicity with a desire to provide high levels of customer service, the kind favored in
the hospitality industry. These include deriving energy and pleasure from social situations
while personally being easy to get on with; all traits desirable in a frontline hospitality
employee (Rgeuens, 2013).
This contradiction and lack of research served as the basis for the development of
this study’s hypothesis two and three; there will be no significant difference in the
perception in importance of the guest exchange between Generation Z and previous
generations, and the level of mobile device dependence will not significantly impact the
level of importance placed on the guest exchange.
Conclusion
For Generation Z, who rate their mobile device as one of the most prominent
aspects of their lives, mobile device usage has become habitual to the extent that
disconnecting them from their network causes significant distress as well as a lack in
motivation and disengagement (Moeller, 2011; Oulasvirta, et al., 2012; Palley, 2012;
Prochaska & Levesque, 2008). And in a generation with high goal orientation and
entrepreneurial spirit coupled with a diminished sense of loyalty (Cross-Bystrom, 2010;
Harris, 2012; Higginbottom, 2012), if they aren’t engaged, they will leave in search of
employer who will engage them (Hays, 2012; Roberts & Davenport, 2002). This was
evident in a recent 2012 study which found that one in five potential job candidates
would not consider accepting a job offer if the company did not have a lenient social
media policy (Hays, 2012).
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And with Generation Y setting the trend for leaving large companies in favor of
employment at smaller ones who do engage their particular skill-set (McGraw, 2012), it
seems inevitable that if companies do not adapt to what engages Generation Z then they
will continue the trend. This will therefore further exasperating the hospitality industry’s
longstanding and worsening HR issue of a turnover rate which is far greater than the
industry average (Lee & Way, 2010; Magloff, 2012; Moncarz, et al., 2009; Yang, et al.,
2012; Zopiatis, et al., 2011). As well as further exasperating the negative implications
associated with this including a low staff morale and high costs (Contino, 2002; Robbins,
1995).
What HR professionals need to understand about Generation Z is that it is not just
the fact that they are psychologically dependent on their mobile device (Moeller, 2011),
but also that they are engaged by being given trust and responsibility not only in the form
of entrepreneurial projects but also to act creatively to problem solve in their daily tasks
(Harris, 2012; McGraw, 2012).
However, the action of banning mobile devices, something so important to a
Generation Z member (Palley, 2012), on the basis that they cannot be trusted not to
commit risk breeches, do their job without being distracted or not say something
derogatory on a social media website (Aula, 2010; Johnson, 2012; Wright, et al., 2011) is
the exact lack of trust that further disengages Generation Z members (Higginbottom,
2012). What may fuel this disengagement further, especially for this trust driven
generation, is the fact that they may view this policy as disciplinary for something which
has never been proven, but a common stigma held against them that they would act
irresponsibly given access to their device and ignore guests (Chester, 2013; Cornett,
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2013). The potential level of tension that such a policy could cause could impact on the
guest’s perceived level of satisfaction. Studies have found that frontline hospitality
employees rating of the customer exchange with that of the customer. And one of the lead
stress factors mentioned by both customers and employees which impacted customer
satisfaction, was bureaucratic environment (King & Garey, 1997). The type of
environment caused when employees are forced to abide by a policy they do not agree
with and feel penalized by (Cornett, 2013).
Therefore, it is these very HR policies that may inherently disengage Generation
Z that need to be amended before they predominantly enter the workforce so the matter
of the hospitality industry’s high turnover rate can be rectified proactively, rather than
waiting reactively until the matter worsens.
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CHAPTER THREE
Methodology
This study utilized a survey design to investigate the perceived engagement
associated with anti-BYOD policies and the perceived potential engagement should a
BYOD policy be enforced. The survey also looked at the level of importance placed on
the guest exchange in a situation where an employee using a mobile device detracted
from this. Several demographic questions were also used so that inferences could be
made to different groups with a central focus on members of different generations.
Various Likert scales formed the main element of the survey including attitudes towards
both hypothetical situations and current situations.
Survey Development
Because this study focuses on different aspects across generations; namely mobile
device dependence, engagement, and customer service, several prior pieces of research in
the their respective fields were used to create the survey used in this research.
Mobile Device Dependence.
Due to the current nature of research in this field, scales used to measure
dependence to one’s mobile device are constantly needing to be updated. One of the most
notable pieces by Toda, Monden, Kubo & Morimoto, 2004. (2004), lead to the formation
of the Mobile Phone Dependence Questionnaire (MPDQ); their research focused on
mobile phone dependency as a health related matter (Toda, Monden, Kubo & Morimoto,
2004). Another prominent piece of research in this area is Igarashi, Motoyoshi, Takai &
Yoshida ’s 2008 research which looked at self-perception and text message dependency.
Their research focused on the function of the device as opposed to the device itself

41

looking more at the socio-emotional implications such as attachment and relationship
maintenance. They again developed their own survey (Igarashi, Motoyoshi, Takai, &
Yoshida, 2008). However, in just five years attitudes as well as the devices themselves
have changed with tablets now being included under the umbrella term mobile device
which at the time of development for both these surveys meant just mobile phones.
Similarly as the device’s themselves capabilities have changed then their potential scope
of use has also changed. One of the most notable differences is neither survey mention
social media, yet with this being one of the key uses of mobile devices now (Solis, 2012)
it is an element that cannot be ignored. Even ignoring time related factors, there has not
been a survey developed to encompass both the health aspect as well as the socioemotional aspect of mobile device dependence. It is for these reasons that this study
merged both surveys and used this as a basis of the current survey before then utilizing
the background literature to adapt components to make them relevant in the current date,
this included adopting certain metrics so social media was included.
It was decided to ask questions regarding mobile dependence first as they
appeared less invasive. By answering such questions first it was hoped that a level of trust
would be reached with the participant before asking them for their opinions on company
policies and whether they follow them. These types of questions they might view as
being more invasive.
Engagement.
Employee engagement in itself is a vast multifaceted topic covering many areas
but because of the nature of this study a single area will be focused on due to its
relevance. This will allow for inferences to be made towards other areas of engagement
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and the possible consequences associated with either a high or low level of engagement.
Because the definition of engagement used by this research focuses on being
psychologically present & focused on work (Kahn, 1990; 1992 & Rothbard, 2001) the
area of absorption will be focused on. Absorption refers to being able to fully concentrate
and be engrossed so it appears that time passes quickly and the individual has a difficulty
detaching from work (Seppa¨la¨, et al., 2009). Thus any policy which may result in an
employee being distracted would stop said employee becoming absorbed and therefore,
fully engaged. It is for this reason that this study adapted one of the key pieces of
research on engagement to focus on the absorption factor and include attitudes towards
the policy that might inhibit absorption. The survey used was the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale which focuses on all areas of engagement, however, only the metrics
measuring the absorption factor were utilized. Standardized job satisfaction attitude
survey questions found on the research survey website qualtrics (Qualtrics, 2013), were
then used to form policy attitude measures based upon the literature around engaging
factors for the various generations. These were then combined with the absorption
measures to create the engagement portion of the survey.
Customer Service.
The fact that there is little research in the area of mobile devices meant it was hard to find
a survey which measured the perceived customer service issues which might be present if
a BYOD policy were enforced. And while other surveys regarding customer service
could have been used, it was felt that due to the extreme nature of people’s opinions that
the most valid way to understand people’s opinions on the matter was to create a
hypothetical situation and ask for the participants opinion of a colleague’s behavior. For
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this industry leaders of the Director and above position were consulted and asked what
metrics should be used. The most common themes were then used as the measures for
customer service. They included statements like “I’d feel they had failed that customer”
and “I would find that as a poor representation of me as a fellow employee”.
The Measurement
The beginning of the survey asked demographic questions including gender,
whether a domestic or international student and the persons year of birth so that their
generational cohort could be calculated. Additional demographic questions included if
the person was employed, whether they were customer facing or not & whether they were
issued a company mobile device, were allowed to use their own or there was an outright
ban on mobile devices in their workplace. Whether the person had a mobile device was
used as the qualifying question.
The following question was the mobile device dependency set. Participants were
asked to rate their level of agreement with various statements, for example, “I feel
anxious if I forget my mobile device”. A 7-point Likert scale was used with one
representing strongly disagree and seven representing strongly agree. An 8th option of not
applicable was added to this set. This was done so that data would not be biased in certain
situations, for example if the participant had a mobile device but did not use social media.
Next the participants were given a definition of “connected” which included the
use of a personal mobile device for any means. This included accessing text messages
(send or read), making or receiving phone calls, accessing the internet, social media,
contents on the phone or any use of any applications. They were then asked to estimate
how many times they access their phone for these purposes during a typical 8 hour shift
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given that an 8 hour shift is a standard within the hospitality industry. This allowed for a
qualitative measure of dependence if necessary.
Participants were then given an example of a standardized industry anti-BYOD
policy and asked some policy focused demographic questions such as “are you aware that
some companies practice this policy?” “If employed, does your company practice this
policy?” This meant a baseline for understanding of BYOD could be established.
Participants were then asked to imagine they worked for a company that did
enforce this policy. They were then given six statements which were related to policy and
attitude. These included questions such as “I feel this policy is outdated”. The same 7point Likert scale was used to express level of agreement with each statement. An 8 th not
applicable option was not offered as the situation was hypothetical and thus whether the
participant did in fact work for a company that practiced this policy or not, it was their
opinion if they did that was being measured.
Similarly, the next set were 11 statements in which participants expressed their
level of agreement on a 7-point scale if they worked for a company who enforced such a
policy, however, this time the statements were more object orientated, focusing more on
the device itself and their attitudes.
The final set asked participants to imagine a situation in which they witnessed a
colleague ignoring a customer at the customer exchange point because they were using
their phone, examples of these kind of encounters were given. The same 7-point scale
was used and because this situation was again hypothetical it did not require a not
applicable option. The seven statements all focused on the individual’s opinion of such a
behavior. The statements included “that is something I would never do”, “I’d feel like
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they had failed that customer” and “I’d find that a poor representation of me as a fellow
employee”.
The instructions to the survey mention that each of the statements should be
answered with the participant’s initial response. This is because in attitude surveys a
person’s initial response is often the most honesty and free from their personal biases, for
example showing concern over not wanting to seem addicted to their phone.
Pilot Study
Since the survey was an adaptation of previous research it was tested for
participant understanding, feasibility and to test for any unseen deficits. 89 University of
Nevada Las Vegas (UNLV) undergraduate hotel college students across two hospitality
human resource classes were asked to complete the survey which had been printed.
Because the class were mainly sophomores and juniors it meant that a variety of ages,
and therefore generational members, would be included in the study. The participants
were then asked to give recommendations although none were given. From the pilot
study it was evident that the participants who were not employed had not read the final
three questions correctly which asked for participants to imagine they worked for a
company and found themselves in a particular scenario. Several of the students who had
indicated they did not work in the demographic questions circled not applicable for all of
the final questions. It was assumed that they read the question as in their current job
which is why they hadn’t answered those questions. Amendments were made making it
clearer that they were imagining a hypothetical situation and for those questions the 8 th
option of not applicable was removed. The rest of the data seemed to support that they
had in large understood the survey. All of the participants were asked for suggested
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improvements but none were offered. The average response time of the pilot study was
approximately 14 minutes.
The Sample
The focus of this study is Generation Z future hospitality employees. But there is
no set definition as to what birth year begins its membership, with variations ranging
from 1990 – 2004 (Cross-Bystrom, 2010; Geck, 2006). However, all theorists agree that
they are digital natives (Lyon, 2010). Therefore for the purpose of this study, Generation
Z will be defined as anyone born in 1991 onwards. This is because the first web browser
was created in 1993 and is credited with the communization and popularization of the
internet as is known today (Get Connected, 2009). Because this population were only two
years old the year the internet became mainstream they can be described as digital
natives, as it is not likely that they remember a time or were not active users in a time
where the internet and technology was as it is today (Geck, 2006; Lyon, 2010).
However, due to their age, a lot of this age group will not have entered the
workforce yet. Hence, the aim of this research to investigate whether policies need to
change before they enter the workforce in order to engage Generation Z members.
Therefore, students of a hospitality program were selected as the sample for this study.
This means students can be accessed who fit the age group and are likely to enter the
hospitality workforce upon graduating. This also means members of previous generations
can also be survey and their results used to statistically test whether there are significant
differences between the generations.
UNLV has two campuses, one in Las Vegas, Nevada and one in Singapore. Both
have colleges dedicated solely to hospitality. This study will utilize a purposive sample
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by sending the survey via their student email to every student in the hotel college on both
campuses. It should be noted here that English is also the first language of Singapore
meaning there is no need for any translation of the survey.
The survey was created in Qualtrics, a research website which allows surveys to
be built and administered. The link sent via email connects to a separate Qualtrics
website helping improve the student’s perception of the anonymity and confidentiality of
the study so that they give their honest opinion. The first page of the survey explained
that their participation was completely voluntary, confidential, anonymous, and that they
did have the right to withdraw at any time.
In exchange for their participation and cooperation respondents were given the
option to provide their email address to be entered into a prize draw to win a $50 iTunes
voucher. This prize seemed the most appropriate considering the nature of the research
topic.
Treatment of Data
The data was treated using SPSS 16.0, a statistical analysis software. First the data
was explored for any entry errors or outliers. These were then accounted for. Secondly
descriptive statistics were reported. Independent sample t-tests were used to investigate
the other variables which had only two levels, such as gender. While an analysis of
variance (ANOVA) was used to examine the difference in engagement scores across
variables with more than two levels, for example race. Then post hoc analysis was run
utilizing Tukey HSD test whereby an ANOVA produced a significant difference. In the
instance where the assumption of normality was violated, Mann-Whitney U test was used
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for variables with two levels and the Kruskal-Wallis H test was used for variables with
more than two levels.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Results
Response Rate
The survey was sent to all UNLV Hotel College students on the Las Vegas on
Friday 28th June 2013, this was during their summer period when students typically
access their university email less frequently. Respondents were given a one week period
to complete the survey. This meant the survey was exposed to approximately 2,000
students on the Las Vegas campus. During the summer session one of the UNLV
Singapore campus classes partake in an exchange program in which they travel to the Las
Vegas campus to attend classes. Similarly, some Las Vegas campus professors travel to
the Singapore campus to teach over the summer. These two scenarios meant this study
could access approximately 400 Singapore campus students in the Hotel College.
By the end of the data collection period 281 complete responses were received
giving a response rate of 11.7%. Due to the short amount of time allocated to data
collection and the fact that the number of students who check their university email
during summer is typically much lower than during term time, this is a relatively high
response rate. Of the completed responses 49 were excluded due to missing data or
inaccurate completion of the survey. Of all of the responses, four fell into the category of
Generation X and one fell into the category of Baby Boomer. Because the number of
responses were too low to make meaningful inferences about these generations they were
excluded from the analysis, meaning the comparison was of members in Generation Y
and Z. Thus 227 responses were used for data analysis.
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Demographic Profile of Respondents
The demographic profile of respondents can be seen below in Table 1.
Because generational differences was the key variable in this research this has been
further broken down into Generation Y respondent demographics (Table 2) and
Generation Z respondent demographics (Table 3). There were a greater amount of female
respondents than male with 163 female (71.8%) compared to 64 males (28.2%). The age
range was from 18 to 34 with a mean age of 23.23 years old. Of these ages 117 were
categorized as Generation Y (51.5%) and 110 as Generation Z (48.5%). Of the
participants 101 were domestic students (U.S citizens) compared to 126 international
students (55.5%). This was then further broken down showing 67.4% of responses were
Asian students and 22.9% were White. Other races accounted for the remaining 9.7% in
which Black represented 0.9%, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.9%, and other race
5.3%. Due to the small representation of races other than White and Asian, other races
were collapsed into one group.
Of all of the respondents more than half (56.8%) already worked in the hospitality
industry in some capacity while 26.9% were currently unemployed and the remaining
16.3% worked in other industries. Of those that were employed 72.3% were employed
part time, 22.9% were employed full time and the remaining 4.8% worked “on-call”. Of
those that were employed 82.5% worked in a customer facing role. When asked if they
felt they needed a mobile device for work related tasks 62.7% said they did not. And
when asked if they were allowed access to a mobile device during work hours 46.2% said
they were permitted access to their mobile device yet 73.6% of respondents said they did
actually access their mobile device during work hours for personal reasons. Therefore,
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assuming that all that are allowed to access their phone for personal reasons during work
do in fact do so, 21.1% of all those that are employed and are not permitted to access
their phone, do so anyway.
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Table 1
Demographic Profile of Respondents
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Because the main focus of this study is generational differences it is appropriate
to separate these demographics into Generation Y & Generation Z (see Table 2 & 3
respectively). Of the Generation Y respondents the divide of male and female participants
was much more evenly split with 47% and 53% representation respectively. Similarly,
the divide between international and domestic (U.S citizens) was also much more even
with a 53.8% and 46.2% respective representation. In line with the total respondents
demographic profile, those of Asian race make up the majority of the Generation Y
cohort with 60.7% compared to 25.6% white respondents and 13.7% from other races.
The age range of this group is much larger as the generation is older, and therefore,
probabilistically more likely to be in university education and could be reached by this
study. The age range for this group was 23 – 33 years old with a mean age of 25.1
compared to the total samples mean age of 23.2. However even with the larger potential
age range, because of the sample of university students used, 71% of the entire
Generation Y cohort was born within the last three years of this generation.
Over half of this group (54.7%) already worked in the hospitality industry while
30.8% were not employed and the remaining 14.5% worked in other industries. And of
the 81 respondents who were employed 24.7% were employed full time, 70.4% were
employed part time and just 3.7% were employed on-call. While 78% of this group were
employed in a customer facing role, the remaining 22% were not. Of the employed
group, the majority of respondents did not require a mobile device for their role (61.7%)
and 40.7% of all of the employed Generation Y group reported that their employment did
not permit the use of their personal mobile device during work yet 74.1% of all the
respondent s did access their device. If one assumed that all that are allowed to access
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their phone for personal reasons during work did do so, 51.5% of all those that are
employed in Generation Y and are not permitted to access their phone do so regardless.
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Table 2
Generation Y Respondent’s Demographic Profile
Characteristic
Campus (N= 117)
Gender (N= 117)
Origin (N=117)
Race (N=117)

Birth Year- Age (N=117)

Employment
Industry (N=117)
Employment
Status (N=81)

Customer Facing
Role (N=81)
Mobile Device
Required For
Work (N=81)
Mobile Device
Permitted During
Work (N=81)
Do You Access
Mobile Device
During Work (N=81)

Las Vegas
Singapore
Male
Female
Domestic (U.S)
International
White/Caucasian
Asian
Other races
1979- 33/34
1981- 31/32
1982- 30/31
1984- 28/29
1985-27/28
1986- 26/27
1987- 25/26
1988- 24/25
1989- 23/24
1990- 22/23
Hospitality
Other Industry
Not Currently Employed
Full Time
Part Time
On Call
Missing
Yes
No
Missing
Yes
No
Missing
Yes
No
Missing
Yes
No
Missing
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n

%

34
83
55
62
54
63
30
71
16
2
4
4
4
9
6
5
13
25
45
64
17
36
20
57
3
1
63
17
1
30
50
1
43
33
5
60
20
1

29.1
70.9
47
53
46.2
53.8
25.6
60.7
13.7
1.7
3.4
3.4
3.4
7.7
5.1
4.3
11.1
21.4
38.5
54.7
14.5
30.8
24.7
70.4
3.7
1.2
77.8
21
1.2
37
61.7
1.2
53.1
40.7
6.2
74.1
24.7
1.2

One of the most notable differences between the Generation Y and Z cohorts,
which largely influenced the total respondent figures, was the difference in male and
female respondents. While Generation Y’s demographics showed a fairly even divide,
91.8% of the Generation Z participants were female compared to just 8.2% male.
However, even with that difference, several of the other demographics remain similar to
the comparative factors in the Generation Y profile. One example of this is the divide of
international and domestic students which in the Generation Z profile is 57.3% and
42.7% compared with 53.8% and 46.2% in the Generation Y profile. Similarly, the
Generation Z profile shows racial representation as follows; 20% White, 74.5% Asian,
and 5.5% other races compared with the Generation Y group’s respective 25.6%, 60.7%
and 13.7%. Showing that in both groups the majority of respondents were in fact Asian
with a small minority from races other than White. Although the sample sizes of
Generation Y and Z were similar (117 and 110 respectively), the range of birth years in
the Generation Z group is much narrower because the majority of Generation Z are still
too young to attend university and therefore have been reached by this research. This
group’s age range was 18 - 21 years old with a mean age of 21.2 compared to the 25.1
mean age of the Generation Y group or the 23.2 mean age of the total sample population.
While one might assume that with the Generation Z group being younger than the
Generation Y group that there might be fewer employed, however, the samples in this
study did not find that to be the case. While 59.1% of the Generation Z group were at the
time employed in hospitality (compared to 54.7% in Generation Y) only 22.7% of the
Generation Z respondents were not employed compared to 30.8% of the Generation Y
respondents. The remaining 18.2% of Generation Z were employed in non-hospitality
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industries. And of the 85 Generation Z respondents who were employed, 21.2% were
employed full time (compared to 24.7% in Generation Y), 75% were employed part time
(compared to 70.4%) and 3.5% worked on-call (3.7% in Generation Y). Yet of these
87.1% of generation Z employees were customer facing and 63.5% did not require a
mobile device for their current role. However, in the Generation Z group 47.1% reported
that they were not permitted access to their phone during work yet 70.6% actually did. So
assuming that all respondents that are allowed to access their phone for personal reasons
during work do in fact do so, 45% of all those that are employed and are not permitted to
access their phone do so anyway. This is compared to 51.5% of those in the Generation Y
group, showing at face value, contradictory findings to previous literature which might
suggest Generation Z would be more likely to use their phone regardless due to a higher
dependence on it (Moeller, 2011).

58

Table 3
Generation Z’s Demographic Profile
Characteristic
Campus (N= 110)
Gender (N=110)
Origin (N=110)
Race (N=110)

Birth Year- Age (N=110)

Employment
Industry (N=110)
Employment
Status (N=85)

Customer Facing
Role (N=85)
Mobile Device
Required For
Work (N=85)
Mobile Device
Permitted During
Work (N=85)
Do You Access
Mobile Device
During Work (N=85)

Las Vegas
Singapore
Male
Female
Domestic (U.S)
International
White/Caucasian
Asian
Other races
1991- 21/22
1992- 20/21
1993- 19/20
1994- 18/19
Hospitality
Other Industry
Not Currently Employed
Full Time
Part Time
On Call
Missing
Yes
No
Missing
Yes
No
Missing
Yes
No
Missing
Yes
No
Missing
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n
24
86
9
101
47
63
22
82
6
40
58
8
4
65
20
25
18
63
3
1
74
10
1
30
54
1
42
40
3
60
23
2

%
21.8
78.2
8.2
91.8
42.7
57.3
20
74.5
5.5
36.4
52.7
7.3
3.6
59.1
18.2
22.7
21.2
75
3.5
1.2
87.1
11.8
1.2
35.3
63.5
1.2
49.4
47.1
3.5
70.6
27.1
2.4

Device Dependence Results
Mobile device dependence is one of the elements needed to investigate hypothesis
three; the level of mobile device dependence will not significantly impact the level of
importance placed on the guest exchange. By using the device dependence scores to
create a dependence level variable. This variable can then be used to help support
hypothesis three by answering one of the study’s research questions; will those that are
highly dependent on their mobile device still rate the customer exchange as importantly
in a situations where employees had access to their devices. Research questions
Question 15 of the survey (see appendix 1) consisted of 29 statements which
respondents could rate their level of agreement with on a 7-point Likert scale whereby
one represented strongly disagree and seven represented strongly agree. An 8th option of
not applicable was present but excluded from the statistical analysis. A rating of four
represented a neutral opinion, one that was neither in agreement or disagreement. All 29
metrics measured facets of mobile device dependence. Each individual respondent’s
composite score for mobile device dependence was then calculated by averaging their
ratings (0 decimal places) to the various metrics after accounting for any not applicable
ratings. Table 4 shows the distribution of dependence scores for all 227 respondents. The
method of averaging the ratings to create a composite dependency score for analysis was
also used in the research which the original survey came from (Toda, Monden, Kubo &
Morimoto, 2004).
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Table 4
Mobile Device Dependence Score
Dependence Score
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

2
3
13
50
89
62
8
227

0.9
1.3
5.7
22
39.2
27.3
3.5

As can be seen in Table 4, few participants scored at the two most extreme ends
of the scale. However, the majority of respondents (70%) did score in the higher
dependence groups with average composite scores of five-seven showing agreement with
the measures, all of which were designed so that a higher agreement level meant a higher
dependence level. These groups were then separated into high, medium and low
dependence group with those that showed an average score in disagreement with the
dependence measures (1-3) being characterized as low dependence, those that showed an
average neutral level of agreement (4) as medium dependence and those with average
composite illustrating agreement with measures (5-7) in the high dependence group.
These can be seen in Table 5.
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Table 5
Mobile Device Dependency Level
Dependency Rating
Low
Medium
High
Total

n

%

18
50
159
227

7.9
22
70

As can be seen in Table 5, notably more participants showed a high level of
dependence (70%) while the group with the lowest frequency was the low dependency
group (7.9%). This seems to suggest at this stage, that as a whole people from Generation
Y and Z are dependent on their mobile devices. This was then broken down into
Generation Y and Z ratings. See Table 6 and 7 respectively.
Table 6
Generation Y Mobile Device Dependency Level
Dependency Rating
Low
Medium
High
Total

n

%

7
23
87
117

6
19.7
74.4

Table 7
Generation Z Mobile Device Dependency Level
Dependency Rating
Low
Medium
High
Total

n

%

11
27
72
110

10
24.5
65.5
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As can be seen in the above tables, both generations when considered separately
do still show notably higher levels of high dependence. Interestingly counter to previous
research, Generation Y has both a larger percentage of high dependency and a smaller
number of low dependency group members. At face value this might suggest that
Generation Y are in fact more dependent on their mobile device, contradictory to
previous research (Lyon, 2010). It should however, be noted that the differences are small
and when considered as a whole, both generations show a far greater percentage of
respondent in the high dependence group suggesting that perhaps both generations are
dependent on their mobile device, which some theorists have suggested (McGraw, 2012).
An independent sample t-test was used to investigate whether the difference in
dependence level between the generations was significantly different. However the
significance value was P0.12, supporting that there was no significant difference between
Generation Y and Z.
Further tests were also ran using the other variables accounted for in this study.
Interestingly there was no significant difference found in dependence level between the
various race groups, international versus domestic students or Singapore versus Las
Vegas campus students. This seems to suggest that mobile phone dependence is not a
cultural matter but a global phenomenon. Similarly there was no significant difference
between those that are employed in hospitality or otherwise and those that are
unemployed which supports again that mobile device dependence is a global issue as
opposed to localized to one particular subset. In line with this no significant difference
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was found between those that work in customer facing roles or otherwise. Yet all of the
above groups did show a higher proportion of people in the high dependency group.
One interesting but unexpected finding was the difference in dependence levels
between males and females. Tables 8 and 9 show the female average dependence ratings
and dependence level.
Table 8
Female Mobile Device Dependence Score
Dependence Score
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

2
3
9
42
53
50
4
163

1.2
1.8
5.5
25.8
32.5
30.7
2.5

Table 9
Female Mobile Device Dependence Level
Dependence Level
Low
Medium
High
Total

n

%

14
42
107
163

8.6
25.8
65.6

While it can be seen in Table 9 that as a whole a notably higher percentage of
females are classified as high dependence level, more than a quarter of the respondents
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were classified as a medium dependency level. This was then compared with the male’s
dependence scores and levels which can be seen in Tables 10 and 11.
Table 10
Male Mobile Device Dependence Score
Dependence Score
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

4
8
36
12
4
64

6.3
12.5
56.3
18.8
6.3

Table 11
Male Mobile Device Dependence Level
Dependence Level
Low
Medium
High
Total

n

%

4
8
52
64

6.3
12.5
81.3

As can be seen from the male dependence scores, no respondents averaged with a
one (strongly disagree with the measures) or two (disagree with the measures). When
looking at the dependence level only 12.5% of the male population were classified as
neutral compared to more than double that (25.8%) in the female sample. And the
proportion of high dependence in the male sample was 81.3% compared 65.6% in the
female sample. These seems to suggest that perhaps males are more dependent on their
mobile devices, something that has not been covered greatly in previous research. An
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independent sample t-test was run to test if this difference was in fact significantly
different but the significance value was found to be P0.053. So although this difference
was not found to be below the standard value of P0.05 and therefore, not significant, it
was very close to being in support of men being more dependent on their phone than
females.
Therefore this study found no significant differences between Generation Y and Z
for mobile phone dependence, nor for any of the other variables. Although what was
found that all of the group investigated had a higher proportion in the high dependence
group suggesting that mobile device dependence is a global matter as opposed to a
localized one to any particular subset of the population.
Since these scores were used to create a new variable, mobile device dependency
level, this variable can be used to help answer one of the questions set by this research,
do those that are highly dependent on their mobile device still prioritize the guest
interaction over them using their mobile device. These findings can then be used to help
assess hypothesis three; the level of mobile device dependence will not significantly
impact the level of importance placed on the guest exchange.
Engagement Results
Investigating engagement will help answer hypothesis one; having an anti-BYOD
policy in place would disengage Generation Z members significantly more than members
of other generations. By looking at measures of engagement as a whole as well as across
different variables, this study will be able to answer two of its research questions; Will
having an anti-BYOD (bring your own device) policy in the work place disengage future
hospitality employees and if so, will the level of disengagement caused by having an anti-
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BYOD policy in place significantly higher for Generation Z compared to previous
generations.
With absorption being used as the measurement for engagement with regards to
BYOD, two key elements were investigated which could then be used to make overall
inferences of the impact of BYOD on engagement. The first element was attitudes
towards the anti-BYOD policy itself (see question 20 in appendix 1). This consisted of
six measures which would be individually analyzed and could then be used to make
conjectures about the impact of the policy itself on engagement. The second element was
the individual’s attitudes and behaviors in the workplace as a result of the policy, or
practices (see question 21 in appendix 1). Similarly, this was made of 11 statements
which asked respondents to rate their agreement on a seven-point Likert scale (one
representing strongly disagree and seven representing strongly agree). Once again these
measures were individually analyzed but could be used to make assertions about how
anti-BYOD policies impacts an employee’s engagement. These two question sets asked
the respondents to imagine a hypothetical situation in which they worked for a hospitality
organization who enforced an anti-BYOD policy. This was done as not all respondents
had been employed. Because of this an 8th option of not applicable was not necessary and
therefore did not need to be removed for analysis purposes.
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Anti-BYOD Policy.
The frequency distributions of levels of agreement for the six measures of attitude
to anti-BYOD policies can be seen below in Tables 12-17.
Table 12
“I would always follow this policy”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

11
25
26
30
54
60
21
227

4.8
11
11.5
13.2
23.8
26.4
9.3

As can be seen above, it appears that although the majority of respondents do
suggest they would follow the policy (59.5%) only 9.3% strongly agree that they would
always follow the policy. This contrary to the earlier findings in Table 1 which found that
of all 227 respondents 120 did access their mobile device during work (52.9% of total
sample) when only 85 were permitted to access their device during work (37.4%).
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Table 13
“This policy makes me unhappy”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

15
23
19
46
64
30
30
227

6.6
10.1
8.4
20.3
28.2
13.2
13.2

As can be seen above the majority of participants (54.6%) showed agreement that
an anti-BYOD policy would make them unhappy. It is interesting to consider here than in
the prior measure the majority of respondents said they would follow the policy even
though they have now stated that it makes them unhappy, especially when considering
implications engagement and possible links to consequences such as turnover.
Table 14
“I disagree with this policy”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

13
31
15
55
50
34
29
227

5.7
13.7
6.6
24.2
22
15
12.8
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Table 14 shows that 26% of people do in fact show some amount of agreement with antiBYOD policies. However, 24.2% show a neutral or unsure opinion of whether they
disagree with anti-BYOD policies. Consequently almost half of the respondents (49.8%)
show some level of disagreement with anti-BYOD policies.
Table 15
“This policy creates a negative culture”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

15
40
23
57
52
14
26
227

6.6
17.6
10.1
25.1
22.9
6.2
11.5

This measure produced similar findings to the prior measure, while approximately
a quarter of respondents were unsure or neutral to the matter (25.1%) more respondents
found anti-BYOD policies have negative effects with 40.6% of respondents agreeing to
some level that such policies do create a negative culture compared to 34.3% who
disagreed with this statement. Although this measure did produce more respondents that
disagreed with the measure than the previous one.
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Table 16
“This policy is outdated”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n
17
35
22
34
55
32
31
226

%
7.5
15.4
9.7
15
24.2
14.1
13.7

Table 16 shows that the majority of respondents (52%0 do in fact agree that the
policy is outdated while 15% remain neutral and 32% do not believe it is outdated.
Table 17
“My employer should be more flexible about this policy”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n
7
28
10
24
69
50
39
227

%
3.1
12.3
4.4
10.6
30.4
22
17.2

The findings in Table 17 show that the vast majority of respondents (69.6%)
agreed that their employer should be more flexible about this policy. While 10.6% were
neutral or unsure about the matter. Yet only 19.8% of respondents disagreed to some
extent that employers should remain rigid about the policy.
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Table 18 shows the mean scores for each of the measures. As can be seen, the
mean score for each of the measurers is on end of the scale supporting agreement. The
only measure which might support a more neutral general opinion is the statement
regarding a negative culture whose mean score is 4.04.
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This seems to support as a whole that this sample of Generation Y and Z
respondents do view anti-BYOD policies in a negative light although they do state that
they still follow them. This implies that with employees, or future employees, regarding
anti-BYOD policies negatively that this could play a factor in reducing their engagement.
The individual measures where then further analyzed across the various variables
asked in this research. Independent sample t-tests were used or in conditions were there
were more than two categories of independent variable (for example with race were
categories were White, Asian, Other race) an ANOVA was used. In the instances were
significant differences were found between the groups in the ANOVA a Tukey post-hoc
test was used to make more meaningful conclusions from the statistics.
When looking at differences between Generation Y & Z no significant difference
was found for any of the 6 measures. Since the overall mean for both groups combined
was suggesting general agreement that anti-BYOD policies are viewed negatively this
could suggest that both members of Generation Y & Z are in agreement on this matter.
The data for mobile device dependence, although not statistically significant did
at face value suggest a difference between males and females. Therefore this was the next
measure to be investigated. Although all six of the measures did not support a significant
difference three of them did find a significant difference for level of disagreement to antiBYOD policies between males and females. Firstly, the statement “this policy creates a
negative culture” found a significant difference between males (M= 4.58, SD= 1.31)
compared to females (M= 3.83, SD= 1.80); t(225)= 3.00, p= 0.001.
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The statement “this policy is outdated” produced a significant difference between
males (M=4.84, SD= 1.520 compared to the female sample (M= 4.10, SD= 1.90); t(224)=
2.77, p= 0.006.
The final statement which produced a significant difference was “my employer
should be more flexible about this policy” in which the male sample’s results were (M=
5.39, SD= 1.28) and the females were (M= 4.67, SD= 1.76); t(225)= 2.95, p= 0.003.
In all three of these statements male respondents were significantly more likely to
agree with a statement viewing anti-BYOD policies in a negative perspective. It should
also be noted here that even though the differences were not significant for the other three
measures, in each of them the men did have higher mean scores showing more agreement
except for the first measure “I would always follow that policy” in which females had a
higher mean. This all suggests that men view anti-BYOD policies more negatively than
females. This could be supported by this studies earlier conjectures that males might be
more dependent on their mobile devices than females, though this has not been
statistically supported.
Of the 6 measures only two found a significant difference between international
and domestic (US) students. The first was “this policy is outdated) in which domestic
student’s scores were (M= 4.01, SD= 2.03) when compared to international students (M=
4.54, SD= 1.62); t(224)= -2.20, p= 0.029. The second statement producing a difference
was “my employer should be more flexible about this policy” which found results of
domestic (M= 4.37, SD= 1.89) versus international (M= 5.29, SD= 1.350; t(225)= -4.28,
p= 0.000. Both of these show international students have a higher agreement with the
negative views of anti-BYOD policies. Similarly to with the different genders,
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international students, although the difference might not have been significant, showed
higher mean scores for levels of agreement except in the measure “I would always follow
this policy”. This suggests that although all respondents had mean scores supporting a
negative view of anti-BYOD polices, international students appear to view them more
negatively.
Next an ANOVA was run on the measures against employment status in the
conditions currently work in hospitality, employed in a different industry or unemployed.
Again only two of the measures supported significant differences. The first being “this
policy makes me unhappy”. Employment industry did have a significant difference on the
level of agreement with anti-BYOD policies at the p<0.05 level for the three levels [F(2,
224)= 3.28, p= 0.39]. Post hoc comparison using the conservative Tukey test found a
difference between the hospitality employed group (M= 4.21, SD= 1.79) compared to the
unemployed group (M= 4.8, SD= 1.58) however, upon this further investigation the
difference was not found to be significant at a value of p= 0.62. The employed in another
industry group was also not significantly different to either group (M= 4.76, SD= 1.42).
The second measure which the ANOVA found to have a significant difference at
the level p<0.05 was ‘I disagree with this policy” [F(2, 224)= 3.15, p= 0.45]. The post
hoc analysis, again using the Tukey test, found the hospitality group (M= 4.16, SD= 1.73)
to be significantly different to the unemployed group (M= 4.82, SD= 1.65). The other
industry group (M= 4.49, SD= 1.69) were not significantly different to either group. The
only measure which found a significant difference dependent on employment industry
was I disagree with this policy which supported that unemployed people disagree more so
with anti-BYOD polices than employed people. As a whole there was not found to be a
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difference across the different measures and the mean scores for each of the measures
supported a disagreement with anti-BYOD polices, even if the difference was not
significant. This could suggest that people across different industries and even those who
are unemployed have a negative perception of anti-BYOD polices perhaps implying a
more universally disagreement with such policies.
An ANOVA was then run to see if there was a difference between the
employment statuses full-time, part-time, on-call and unemployed; at the level p<0.05
for the six measurers. A significant value was again only found at one of the measurers,
“my employer should be more flexible about this policy” [F(3, 162)= 4.39, p= 0.05]. The
Tukey post hoc comparison was again used. It found a significant difference between the
full time group (M= 3.89, SD= 1.64) and the part time group (M= 5.02, SD= 1.60). A
significant difference was not found between those that are employed on-call (M= 4.83,
SD= 2.99), or those that were unemployed (M= 4.50, SD= 0.71) and any of the other
levels. This suggests that those that are employed part time believe significantly more
than full time employees their employer should not be as rigid regarding such polices.
Although this was the only measure with a significant difference, analysis at face value
shows that the means were all above the neutral score suggesting that perhaps all
employees, regardless of employment status, regard anti-BYOD policies negatively.
There was no significant difference found on any of the measures between those
that are in a customer facing or non-customer facing role.
Finally, an ANOVA was run of the six measurers of level of agreement with antiBYOD policies against the mobile device dependence levels; low, medium and high.
Unsurprisingly, all six measures found significant differences. The first “this policy
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makes me unhappy” was found to be [F(2, 224)= 17.21, p= 0.000]. The Tukey post hoc
comparison found a significant different between the high dependence group (M= 4.86,
SD= 1.53) and both the low dependence group (M= 3.89, SD= 1.78) and the medium
dependence group (M 3.40, SD= 1.70); though no significant difference was found
between these two groups.
The second statement “I disagree with this policy” was found to be [F(2, 224)=
7.19, p= 0.001]. For this measure the Tukey test only revealed a significant difference
between the high dependence group (M= 4.66, SD= 1.60) and medium dependence group
(M= 3.66, SD= 1.80). The low dependence group (M= 4.06, SD= 1.96) was not
significantly different to either of the other 2 groups.
The third measure “this policy creates a negative culture’ found [F(2, 224)= 7.27,
p= 0.001].Once again, the Tukey test revealed a significant difference between the high
dependence group (M= 4.30, SD= 1.61) and medium dependence group (M= 3.28, SD=
1.69) but the low dependence group (M= 3.89, SD= 2.03) was not significantly different
to either.
The measure “this policy is outdated” produced the ANOVA results [F(2, 223)=
9.76, p= 0.000]. Like the previous measure, the Tukey test did not find a significant
difference between the low dependence group (M= 3.83, SD= 2.07) and either of the
other two groups but did find a significant difference between the medium dependence
group (M= 3.42, SD= 1.75) and high dependence group (M= 4.64, SD= 1.74).
The penultimate measure of this block, “my employer should be more flexible
about this policy” produced the following ANOVCA results [F(2, 224)= 4.16, p= 0.017].
In line with the previous two measurers, further analysis using the Tukey post hoc
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comparison found a significant difference between the high dependence group (M= 5.08,
SD= 1.60) and medium dependence group (M= 4.36, SD= 1.79) but neither group were
significantly different to the low dependence group (M= 4.50, SD= 1.62).
All five of these measures has found that those who are highly dependent on their
mobile device have significantly more negative perceptions of anti-BYOD policies. The
final measure “I would always follow this policy”, as one might expect, found that the
high dependence group were significantly less likely to follow the policy. The results for
this measure are as follows; [F(2, 224)= 4.34, p= 0.014]. The Tukey post hoc test reveal a
significant difference between the high dependence group (M= 4.40, SD= 1.70) and
medium dependence group (M= 4.74, SD= 1.55) but the low dependence group (M=
5.56, SD= 1.46) was not significantly different to either.
Although some of the individual measures have found significant differences
between levels of different variables, as a whole only mobile phone dependence level was
different for all measures in this block. This might suggest, that those who are more
dependent on their mobile devices would have more negative a perception of a policy
stopping them having access to their device at work. Other than this variable, when
considering the whole question block, there were no significant differences in attitude
towards the policy between Generation Y and Z, culturally, across different races or
between those with varying employment statuses. However, when looking at the
descriptive data for all of these group, both the frequencies and the mean scores for each
of the individual measures supported a lack of agreement for anti-BYOD policies and
more of a perception focusing on negative aspects. This might suggest that the negative
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opinion of anti-BYOD policies is fairly universal for members of both Generation Y & Z,
the digital savvy and digital native generations.
Practices As A Result Of The Policy.
Similarly to the previous question block, respondents were asked to imagine they
worked for a hospitality organization that enforced an anti-BYOD policy and to indicate
their level of agreement with 11 statements. However, in this question block the
measurements focus more on the individual’s attitudes and behaviors as a result of the
policy as opposed to focusing on the policy itself. These metrics all measure elements
which might impact an individual’s absorption; an element of engagement.
The frequency tables showing the total number of responses to each of the 11
measures for the total amount of respondents can be seen below in Tables 19 – 29.
Table 19
“Sometimes I keep my phone on my person”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n
6
9
4
13
62
92
41
227

%
2.6
4
1.8
5.7
27.5
40.5
18.1

As can be seen in Table 19, the vast majority of respondents (86.1%) showed
some level of agreement with the statement regardless of the policy they would keep their
mobile device on their person, illustrating “rule-breaking behaviors”, this might suggest
that Generation Y & Z place greater value on having constant access to their device than
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on the perceived risk of the disciplinary action should they get caught. The minority
(8.4%) showed some level of disagreement with the statement. This is contradictory to
this studies earlier findings, the results shown in Table 12 found that 59.5% of
respondents showed some level of agreement to the statement they would always follow
the policy. This might suggest a difference in the perception of what it means to “break a
policy” and that respondents might not counting keeping their device on their person as
really breaking a policy, but this would need to be investigated further.
Table 20
“When I don’t have my phone in work I feel distracted”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n
14
42
36
30
56
36
12
226

%
6.2
18.6
15.9
13.3
24.8
15.9
5.3

Although the differences are more subtle in this table than in the previous, it still
supports that more people (46%) showed some level of agreement that they do feel
distracted when they don’t have their mobile device in work. This is compared with
13.3% who were unsure or neutral about the matter and 40.7% who disagreed that they
do not feel distracted without their phone in work.
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Table 21
“I take extra breaks if I don’t have my phone on me”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n
24
53
24
30
50
29
17
227

%
10.6
23.3
10.6
13.2
22
12.8
7.5

Interestingly this measure found that more respondents (44.5%) disagreed that
they would take additional breaks to check their phone when it is banned than agreed
(42.3%), but not by much. Therefore further analysis is required to see where these
differences lie and if they are significant.
Table 22
“I feel guilty checking my phone when I shouldn’t”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

15
20
23
47
72
31
18
226

6.6
8.8
10.2
20.8
31.9
13.7
8

Continuing from the previous measure, respondents were asked if they felt guilty
checking their phone when they knew they should not and more than half (53.6%) said
they would feel guilty. And while 20.8% of respondents were neutral or unsure if they’d
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feel guilty, those that say they would not feel guilty are accounted for by just 25.6% of
the respondents.
Table 23
“I believe I could do a better job if I had my phone”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

18
37
20
57
48
27
19
226

8
16.4
8.8
25.2
21.2
11.9
8.4

Similarly to Table 20, the differences in results of this measure were more subtle
with the majority of respondents believing they could do a better job if they did have their
phone (41.5%), however, nearly a third (33.2%) of respondents disagreed, believing they
could not do a better job with their device, although this does not differentiate whether
they feel they would do a worse job or the quality level would remain the same. The
remaining quarter (25.2%) said they were neutral or unsure.
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Table 24
“My employer should trust me to use my phone appropriately”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

6
4
7
23
65
74
48
227

2.6
1.8
3.1
10.1
28.6
32.6
21.1

This measure’s differences were less subtle than the previous one with the
majority (82.3%) believing their employer should trust them to use their phone
appropriately compared to 10.1% who were neutral and the minority (7.5%) disagreeing
that employers shouldn’t trust their employees to use their devices appropriately.
Table 25
“I feel anxious when I don’t have access to my phone”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

10
31
27
47
64
30
18
227

4.4
13.7
11.9
20.7
28.2
13.2
7.9

Prior research looking at Generation Z has found that they become anxious when
separated from their connection for 24 hours (Moeller, 2011), however this research has
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looked at both Generation Y & Z from a separation while at work perspective.
Interestingly, it found that almost half of the respondents (49.3%) did agree they showed
anxiety when separated from their device in work while only 30% said they did not feel
anxious and the remaining 20.7% were neutral.
Table 26
“I would feel empowered if my employer allowed me to have my phone in work”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

11
15
10
54
62
45
27
224

4.9
6.7
4.5
24.1
27.7
20.1
12.1

Table 26 shows that the majority of respondents (59.9%) would actually feel empowered
in their role if they were allowed access to their device compared with just 16.1% who
would not feel empowered and 24.1% who were neutral or unsure.
Table 27
“I’d have a more positive impression of the company if I was allowed my phone”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

17
13
15
52
55
49
26
227

7.5
5.7
6.6
22.9
24.2
21.6
11.5
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This study found that only 19.8% of respondents would have a negative representation of
the company if they did allow access to mobile devices compared to 22.9% who were
unsure and the majority, 57.3% who would actually have a more positive impression of
their company if they allowed access to mobile devices. Prior theories on Generation Y
did support this (McGraw, 2012), but Generation Z had not previously been investigated.
Table 28
“I’d be happier in my job if I was allowed my phone”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

15
17
7
44
59
50
35
227

6.6
7.5
3.1
19.4
26
22
15.4

It was found that nearly two thirds of respondents showed agreement with this
measure (63.4%), that they would be happier if allowed access to their mobile device in
work. And while 19.4% said they were neutral or unsure, just 17.4% said they would be
less happy if they had access to their device.
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Table 29
“I’d change the policy banning mobile devices if I could”
Level of Agreement
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

14
19
17
41
55
55
26
227

6.2
8.4
7.5
18.1
24.2
24.2
11.5

Interestingly when asked if respondents would change an anti-BYOD policy if
they could only 22.1% said they wouldn’t, 18.1% said they weren’t sure or were neutral
but 59.9% said they would in fact change the policy.
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As can be seen in
Table 30, most of the mean
scores for the measures
(8/11) show agreement
with the measures which
all support a negative
attitude towards antiBYOD policies or
behaviors as a result of
such policies which
employers would view as
negative.
However, two of
the measures show mean
score which might suggest
a general feeling of
uncertainty or neutral
opinion. These were “I feel
distracted when I don’t
have my phone in work”
(M= 4.01) and “I could do
a better job if I had my
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phone” (M= 4.05). Only one of the measures had a score which suggested on average a
disagreement with the statement and that was “I take extra breaks to check my phone”
(M= 3.81).
Of all of the measures, two had notably high mean scores. Those were
“Sometimes I keep my phone on my person” (M= 5.45) and “I feel my employer should
trust me to use my phone appropriately” (M= 5.43). This supports that the respondents
have particularly strong beliefs when it comes to breaking the rules and the value placed
on having access to their device versus the cost associated with breaching the policy. It
also suggests that respondents have particular strong opinions about their employers not
trusting them to behave in an appropriate manner, something supported by previous
research (McGraw, 2012), but has not thus far been applied to BYOD.
Like in the anti-BYOD questions block, this block will be analyzed using
independent sample t-tests and ANOVAs were appropriate, which will be supplemented
by Tukey post hoc comparisons were necessary.
The first independent variable to be further investigated was generational
differences. Of the 11 measures of practices only three produced significant differences.
The first being “I feel distracted when I do not have access to my phone in work”.
Generation Y were found to show significantly more agreement (M= 4.25, SD= 1.70)
than Generation Z (M= 3.75, SD= 1.64); t(224)-2.23, p=0.027. This means that according
to this study, Generation Y feel significantly more distracted by not having access to their
mobile device in work than Generation Z.
The next measure to find a significant difference was “I feel guilty checking my
phone when I know I shouldn’t”. This time it was found that Generation Z ((M= 4.72,
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SD= 1.45) feel significantly more guilty about checking their phone than Generation Y
(M= 4.02, SD= 1.65); t(224)3.38, p=0.001.
The final measure to find a significant difference was “I feel my employer should
trust me to use my phone appropriately” which found that while both generations had
notably high agreement on this measure, Generation Y felt significantly stronger (M=
5.64, SD= 1.30) about this than Generation Z (M= 5.20, SD= 1.35); t(225)-2.50, p=0.013.
It should be noted here that of the 11 measures, for all but two of them
Generation Y and Z were in agreement on their practices with regards to anti-BYOD. The
two in which they were not were reported above in which Generation Y were found to be
significantly more likely to report feeling distracted by not having their phone compared
to Generation Z who were more likely not to report this feeling. Also, Generation Z were
found to be significantly more likely to report feeling guilty about checking their phone
when they shouldn’t whereas Generation Y were more likely to report feeling neutral
about their guilt level. The other 9 measures all found the generations to be in agreement
with all except one of them finding levels of agreement with anti-BYOD policies
producing negative opinions and behaviors. The one measure that both generations
disagreed with was that they take extra breaks to check their phone when they were not
permitted access, even though the descriptive statistics did show that 42.3% showed some
level of agreement to taking extra breaks. When considering all of the measures together
this does not seem to suggest a difference between the generations when considering the
attitudes towards and behaviors as a result of anti-BYOD policies with both generations,
on the whole, finding them to be negative and behaving in a way that employers would
probably not deem acceptable as a result of them.
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In the previous block of questions, some of the data appeared to suggest men
might view anti-BYOD policies more negatively than women. Similarly in this block,
there was a significant difference in six of the11 measures of attitudes/behaviors as a
result of anti-BYOD policies. Although for the remaining measures, typically the means
were both in agreement that anti-BYOD polices produce negative attitudes and behaviors,
the differences were in how strongly the groups felt about the measure.
The first to produce a significant difference was “I believe I could do a better job
if given access to my device” with men agreeing that they could do a better job
significantly more (M= 4.64, SD= 1.59) than women who said they could not ((M= 3.81,
SD= 1.70); t(224)=3.35, p= 0.001.
The next was “my employer should trust me to use my phone appropriately”
which although both genders were in agreement, males were again found to show
significant more agreement (M= 5.83, SD= 0.747) that their employers should trust them
than women (M= 5.27, SD= 1.49); t(225)= 2.85, p= 0.005.
Males were found to again, show significantly more agreement (M= 4.64, SD=
1.37) to the measure “I feel anxious at work without my device’ than women (M= 4.11,
SD= 1.65); t(225)= 2.28, p= 0.023.
Although both genders showed agreement to the measure “I’d feel empowered if
I was allowed my device in work” males again showed significantly more agreement
(M= 5.24, SD= 1.05) than females (M= 4.51, SD= 1.67); t(222)= 3.21, p= 0.002.
Males were again found to agree significantly (M=5.25, SD= 1.05) more than
women (M= 4.36, SD= 1.78); t (225)= 3.74, p= 0.000 even though both were in

91

agreement on the measure “I’d have a more positive impression of my company if they
allowed my mobile device”.
The final measurement which found a significant difference between the genders
was “I would change the policy if I could’. Similarly to the previous measurers, although
both genders agreed with this statement, males were found to show significantly higher
levels of agreement (M= 5.09, SD= 1.12) than women (M= 4.47, SD= 1.82); t (225)=
2.57, p= 0.011.
When assessing this question block as a whole, it appears that while both genders
typically agree that anti-BYOD polices do produce negative attitudes & behaviors,
perhaps males feel more strongly about this than women. This is in keeping with the
previous question block on attitudes directly to the anti-BYOD policies themselves as
well as the earlier conjectures that males might be more dependent on their mobile
devices than women, though this would need to be investigated further.
The next independent variable to be considered was race .Of the 11 measures only
3 showed significant differences between the different levels of race, White, Asian &
Other. Of the remaining 8, typically all of the levels were in agreement as to which
direction their mean value took. The first measure to have a significant difference was “I
feel guilty checking my phone when I know I shouldn’t’. The ANOVA found [F(2, 223)=
18.72, p= 0.000]. The Tukey post hoc comparison found other races to be significantly
lower (M=2.55, SD= 1.92) than both White (M= 4.38, SD= 1.26) and Asian (M= 4.61,
SD= 1.48), however these two levels were not significantly different. This suggests that
while White & Asian respondents did report feeling guilty when checking their phone
when they knew they should not, those of other races did not.
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The second measure that found a significant difference was “I would be happier
in my job if I was allowed access to my mobile device”. The ANOVA results were as
follows [F(2, 224)= 16.14, p= 0.003]. The Tukey post hic comparison found that while all
three levels appeared to be in agreement that they would be happier of given access to
their mobile device, that White respondents (M= 4.12, SD= 1.71) agreed significantly
less than both Asian (M= 4.94, SD= 1.62) and respondents of Other races (M= 5.27, SD=
1.75).
The final measure to produce a significant difference was “I could do a better job
if given access to my device” [F(2, 223)= 3.18, p= 0.043]. After further analysis using
the Tukey post hoc comparison the difference was found to be between the levels White
and Other races. White was found to agree significantly less (M- 3.58, SD= 1.56) than
other races (M= 4.55, SD= 2.28). Asian (M= 4.14, SD= 1.636) was not significantly
different to either of the other levels. Since the majority of the measures do not have a
significant difference and show agreement between the levels, and those with a
significant difference do not show a consistent theme, this might suggest that there is not
a significant difference in attitudes & behaviors as a result of anti-BYOD across different
races, as found in the previous question block.
This was somewhat supported in that when considering the question block as a
whole, typically the variable groups of international versus domestic (U.S) students also
showed agreement with each of the measures. Again, only a subset of 4 of the measures
showed significant differences and only one of which was the same as in the race
variable.
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The measure that was the same in both was “I would be happier in my job if
allowed my device” which showed international students (M= 5.08, SD= 1.59) showed
significantly more agreement that they would be happier with their device than domestic
students (M= 4.42, SD= 1.74); t(225)= -2.29, p= 0.003. The other three measures which
reported a significant difference were different to those in the race variable but all
supported, like the previous measure, that international students view anti-BYOD more
negatively and exhibit the associated behaviors, than domestic (US) students.
The first of these measures was “I take extra breaks to check my phone” which
found international students showed significantly more agreement (M= 4.03, SD= 1.70)
than domestic students (M= 3.53, SD= 1.97); t(225)= -2.04, p= 0.043.
“I feel my employer should trust me to use my device appropriately” also reported
a significant difference with international students showing significantly more agreement
to the measure (M= 5.60, SD= 1.18) than domestic students (M= 5.21, SD= 1.50) t(225)=
-2.22, p= 0.27, even though both levels supported agreement that the respondents felt
employers should trust them.
The final measure to find a significant difference was “I would feel empowered if
my employer would allow me access to my mobile device’. Similarly to the previous
measures, although both groups were in agreement, international students showed
significantly higher levels of agreement (M= 4.90, SD= 1.425) than domestic students
(M= 4.48, SD= 1.69); t(222)= -1.98, p= 0.49.
Like several of the other variables, when considering the whole question block it
seems to suggest a general agreement between groups that they do in fact view antiBYOD practices negatively, where differences lie is in the level of agreement with the
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measures the groups have. And while it was only four of the 11 measures, it is notable
that any significant differences in these measures supported the international students
having higher levels of agreement with the statement and therefore feeling more
negatively about anti-BYOD practices and behaving in a way which is contrary to the
policy. Considering the largest proportion of respondents in this study were Asian
(making up a large percentage of the international population), this is contradictory to the
commonplace belief that Asian people are compliant and Western cultures are more
defiant, at least when it comes to mobile devices. However, this would need to be
investigated more extensively before meaningful conclusions could be inferred.
The next set of variables that were analyzed further were those to do with the
respondent’s employment. In the previous question block which looked at the opinions
towards the anti-BYOD policy itself, there was little difference found between the groups
across the various measures. This was not the case with this set of questions which look
at attitudes and behaviors as a result of having an anti-BYOD policy. The first variable to
be assessed was employment industry. The three levels were hospitality, other and
unemployed. Of the 11 measures of attitude/behavior 8 reported significant differences
across the levels of this variable.
The first, “I take extra breaks to check my phone” [F(2,224)= 4.45, P= 0.013] was
further analyzed used post hoc comparison testing and found that unemployed (M= 4.38,
SD= 1.68) showed significantly more agreement that they would take extra breaks than
the hospitality group (M= 3.67, SD 1.81) while the other industry group were not found
to be significantly different to either. (M= 3.38, SD= 2.02).

95

The next measure with a significant difference, “I feel guilty when checking my
phone when I know I shouldn’t” [F(2, 223)= 3.04, p= 0.05] also found a significant
difference between only the hospitality group and unemployed, however this time it
found that the hospitality group were significantly more likely to report feeling guilty
(M= 4.57, SD= 1.60) than the unemployed group (M= 3.98, SD= 1.44).
Interestingly, in the measure “I could do a better job with my device” the
significant difference [F(2, 223)= 4.88, p= 0.008] was found between the hospitality (M=
3.77, SD= 1.75) and other industry group (M= 4.70, SD= 1.63), supporting that members
of other industries feel they could do a better job with access to their mobile device than
the hospitality employees.
The next measure with a significant difference was “I feel my employer should
trust me to use my phone appropriately” [F(2, 224)= 3.64, p= 0.028]. Those that were
unemployed (M= 5.75, SD= 1.01) were found to show significantly higher levels of
agreement with this phrase than the hospitality group (M= 5.22, SD= 1.46).
Similarly to the previous metric, “I would feel empowered if I was allowed my
device” produced a significant difference [F(2, 221)= 8.32, p= 0.000 ] with the
unemployed group (M= 5.33, SD= 1.61) again having higher levels of agreement with
the statement than the hospitality group (M= 4.38, SD= 1.72) while the other group yet
again was not significantly different to any group.
The next measure in this block which produced a significant difference was “I’d
have a more positive impression of my company if I was allowed my device” [F(2, 224)=
4.04, p= 0.019]. Again this measure found that the unemployed group (M- 5.11, SD=
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1.29) reported significantly higher agreement than the hospitality group (M= 4.46, SD=
1.79) whole the other industry group were not significantly different to either group.
The penultimate measure in this block which produced a significant difference
across the levels was “I would be happier in my job if I was allowed my phone” [F(2,
224)= 4.95, p= 0.008]. Again the unemployed group (M= 5.34, SD= 1.22) were found to
have significantly higher agreement with the statement than the hospitality group (M=
4.53, SD= 1.86). The final measure to produce a significant difference in this block was
‘I would change the policy if I could”. [F(2, 224)= 3.58, p= 0.29].
In line with the majority of the previous metrics, the unemployed group (M= 5.08,
SD= 1.28) showed a significantly higher level of agreement than the hospitality group
(M= 4.40, SD= 1.80) yet the other industry group was not significantly different to either
group. When looking at the question block as a whole, like in previous variables
typically groups have shown agreement in the same direction for the individual measures.
The variable of employment industry, however, has shown the most significant
differences between metrics between the levels. As a whole, the individual groups
appeared to show an agreement that they held negative attitudes towards anti-BYOD and
would exhibit the behaviors associated with that. What was interesting in this analysis
was that for the majority of the measures the unemployed group showed a significantly
stronger level of agreement than the hospitality group.
The next phase of this analysis then measured the variable customer facing role or
not. Interestingly of the 11 measures, 10 did not produce significant differences. The only
one measure which did produce a significant difference was “I believe I could do a better
job if given access to my device” t(161)= -2.18, p= 0.30. While the customer facing
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group’s average agreement level to this score suggested they were unsure or neutral to the
statement (M= 3.86, SD= 1.74) the non-customer facing group reported a significantly
higher agreement score (M= 4.67, SD= 1.80) suggesting they do believe they could do a
better job if given access to their mobile devices. Other than this one measure, the rest did
not produce any significant difference suggesting that whether an employee is customer
facing or not as a whole is not a significant factor in determining their attitude & behavior
with regards to anti-BYOD practices.
The final employment related variable to be measured using the question block
was employment status across the levels full-time, part-time, on-call & unemployed. In
the previous question block there were significant differences found across this variable;
but that was also true of the employment industry variable which had a number of
significant differences when measured against this question block.
Of the 11 measures in this block there were significant differences in this variable
for five of the measures. In two of these measures the difference was between those that
were part-time and those that were unemployed. This is interesting as most of the
significant differences in the industry variable were found between those in the
hospitality industry and those that were unemployed. However, the other three measures
which found significant differences were between the full-time and part-time groups.
The first measure which found a significant difference was “I feel my employer
should trust me to use my phone appropriately” [F(3, 162)= 3.05, p= 0.030]. Like in the
employment industry variable, it was found that those that were unemployed rated
significantly more agreement with the statement (M=6.50, SD= 0.71) than the part-time
employed group (M= 5.47, SD= 1.30), though it should be noted that even the part-time
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group rated notably high agreement scores. The other levels showed no significant
differences to either of these two levels or each other.
The second measure that found a significant difference, again between the
unemployed group and part time group was “I would feel empowered if I was allowed
my mobile device” [F(3, 162)= 2.77, p= 0.044]. Once again, although both groups
showed agreement with the statement, the unemployed group showed significantly higher
agreement levels (M= 5.0, SD= 1.41) than the part time group (M= 4.71, SD= 1.56) while
none of the other levels showed significant differences to these levels or each other. The
other three measures which showed significant differences all supported differences
between the part-time and full-time group.
The first of these measures was “I take extra breaks to check my phone” [F(3,
162)= 9.80, p= 0.000]. Here it was found that the part-time group showed significantly
higher agreement levels (M= 4.02, SD= 1.81) than the full-time group (M= 2.42, SD=
1.41) who’s mean score indicated as a whole that they disagreed with the statement.
Similarly, the next measure found a significant difference between the full-time
and part-time group; “I would have a more positive impression of my company if I was
allowed my phone” [F(3.162)= 5.73, p= 0.001]. The post hoc comparison found that
although both groups showed agreement with the statement, that the part time group (M=
4.67, SD= 1.76) showed significantly higher agreement than the full time employees (M=
3.53, SD= 1.59).
The final measure in this question block that showed a significant differences
across this variable was “I would be happier in my job if I was allowed my device”
[F(3.162)= 2.75, p= 0.045]. Further analysis using the Tukey post hoc comparison found
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that, again, although both groups showed agreement to the statement, the part-time group
(M= 4.82, SD= 1.76) showed significantly higher agreement than the full-time group
(M= 3.89, SD= 1.61) while the other levels showed no significant difference to these two
levels or each other.
Interestingly, when looking at the question block as a whole, the mean scores
have supported that typically the group have agreed in that they have shown agreement
with the statements but where they differ have been the level of agreement. And although
less than half of the measures produced significant differences across the levels, it is
notable that the five that did can be broken down further into two in which the
unemployed group had significantly higher agreement than the part time group and the
other three showed a significantly higher agreement level in the part-time group than in
the full-time group.
The final variable to be analyzed across this question block is mobile device
dependency level. In the previous question block which focused on opinions of antiBYOD polices themselves there were several measurers which produced significant
differences. This question block is with regards to attitudes and behaviors as a result of an
anti-BYOD policy so one might assume several of the 11 measures to again produce
significant differences across the levels low, medium and high dependence. After running
an ANOVA it was found that 10 measures produced significant differences. With the
high group being significantly different to the medium group in all 10 of them and also
different to the low dependence group in nine of them. The only measure in which the
high dependence group was only significantly different to the medium dependence group
was ‘sometimes I keep my phone on my person” [F(2, 224)= 7.18, p= 0.001]. A Tukey
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post hoc comparison found a significant difference between the high and medium group
in which the high group (M= 5.67, SD= 4.94) reported significantly higher agreement
levels than the medium dependence group (M= 4.94, SD= 1.56). It should be noted here
that all three groups mean scores suggested agreement that they do in fact keep their
phone on their person when in work.
The remaining measures all found significant differences in which the high
dependence group was significantly higher than both the medium and low dependency
groups. And while the difference between the low and medium groups were not
significant for any of the following measures it should be noted that for every measure
the mean score for the low group was below that of the medium dependency group.
The measure “when I don’t have my device in work, I feel distracted” [F(2, 223)=
47.7, p= 0.000] found that the high dependence group (M= 4.59, SD= 1.50) showed
significantly higher agreement levels than both the medium (M= 2.94, SD= 1.32) and low
dependence group (M= 1.89, SD= 0.68), both of which showed mean scores suggesting
disagreement with the statement whereas the high group showed they agreed with the
statement.
“I take extra breaks to check my phone” [F(2, 224)= 18.72, p= 0.000] found that
the high dependence group (M= 4.22, SD= 1.77) showed agreement with this status, this
was significantly different to both the medium (M= 3.18, SD= 1.69) and low (M= 1.94,
SD= 1.00) dependency group who reported disagreement with the statement.
The next measure, “I believe I could do a better job if I had my phone” [F(2,
223)= 20.1, p= 0.000] when analyzed further found that the high dependence group (M=
4.46, SD= 1.63) reported that they agreed with this statement, this was significantly
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different to both the medium (M= 3.31, SD= 1.56) and low (M= 2.44, SD= 1.15)
dependence group who reported that they did not.
The ANOVA result for the measure “I believe my employer should trust me to
use my device appropriately” were as follows [F(2, 224)= 9.83, p= 0.000]. Further
analysis found that while all three levels showed agreement with the statement, the high
dependency group (M= 5.67, SD= 1.10) was significantly higher than both the medium
(M= 4.92, SD= 1.64) and low dependency groups (M= 4.67, SD= 1.75).
“I feel anxious when I don’t have access to my phone” [F(2, 224)= 63.9, p=
0.000] when further analyzed found the high dependency group agreed (M= 4.87, SD=
1.33) but this was significantly different to both the medium (M= 3.02, SD= 1.06) and
low dependency groups (M= 2.28, SD= 1.36) who both disagreed.
The measure “I’d feel empowered if I was allowed my device” [F(2, 221)= 15.16,
p= 0.000] found that while the high dependency group agreed with the statement (M=
5.06, SD= 1.41), this was significantly different to the medium group who were neutral
(M= 4.02, SD= 1.46) and the low dependency group who disagreed (M= 3.61, SD=
1.88).
The results for the measure “I would have a more positive impression of my
company if I was allowed my device” produced the following ANOVA results [F(2,
224)= 15.51, p= 0.000]. Further analysis found that the high dependency group (M= 4.98,
SD= 1.52) agreed which was significantly different to both the medium (M= 3.88, SD=
1.62) and low groups (M= 3.39, SD= 1.69) who did not.
The penultimate measure to be discussed with regards to this variable is “I would
be happier in my job if I was allowed my phone” which produced the ANOVA result
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[F(2, 224)= 12.03, p= 0.000]. The Tukey post hoc comparison found that the high
dependence group agreed with this statement (Mm= 5.13, SD= 1.62) but this was
significantly different to the medium (M= 4.04, SD= 1.60) and low (M= 3.83, SD= 1.54)
groups who did not.
The final measure in this question block which produced a significant difference
across the dependency variable was “If I could change the policy I would” [F(2, 224)=
12.88, p= 0.000]. Further analysis revealed that the high dependency group (M= 4.97,
SD= 1.59) agreed with this statement but this was significantly different to both the
medium group who were neutral (M= 4.06, SD= 1.63) and the low group (M= 3.33, SD=
1.53) who disagreed.
When looking at attitudes and subsequent behaviors because of an anti-BYOD
policies, based on the findings from this research, it appears that dependence level might
be the best predictor.
When considering absorption, as a representation for engagement, some
interesting findings have been noted in this research. While considering both the attitudes
towards the policy itself and then the subsequent attitudes and behaviors as a result of
this, it does not appear that there is a significant difference between across many of the
variables, with the typical opinion across all of the groups appearing to be a general
negative perspective of anti-BYOD. Of all of the variables, gender produced some
interesting findings, although not significant. While both genders appeared to agree on
the negative traits of the policy, males seemed to feel more strongly about this. Across all
of the measures, cultural differences were not found on the whole. Differences were also
found with regards to employment but they were inconsistent. Of all of the variables the
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one that produced the most consistently significant differences was level of device
dependence, which unsurprisingly found that those that are more dependent on their
device have more negative perspectives of such polices and are more likely to breach
them.
This research has been able to answer some of the questions it set to in that it
suggests that future hospitality employees will be disengaged by anti-BYOD policies but
according to these findings, Generation Z members will not be more disengaged than
previous generations as it appears from this research that members of multiple
generations will be disengaged by anti-BYOD policies. Therefore hypothesis 1, having
an anti-BYOD policy in place would disengage Generation Z members significantly
more than members of other generations was not supported.
Customer Service Results
By measuring the importance placed on the customer exchange and utilizing the
variable created earlier in this research, device dependency level, three of the questions
set by this research will be able to be answered. Firstly, do hospitality employees still
recognize the importance of guest interaction in relation to them having access to their
mobile device? Do Generation Z members place the same level of importance on the
guest interaction (in relation to them having access to their mobile device) as previous
generations? And finally, will those that are highly dependent on their mobile device still
rate the customer exchange as importantly in a situations where employees had access to
their devices?
By answering these questions, the findings will be used to assess both hypothesis
two and three; hypothesis two being there will be no significant difference in the
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perception in importance of the guest exchange between Generation Z and previous
generations, and, hypothesis three being The level of mobile device dependence will not
significantly impact the level of importance placed on the guest exchange.
Respondents were finally presented with a hypothetical situation in which they
witnessed a colleague ignoring a customer at the exchange point because they were using
their mobile device. They were then asked to rate their agreement with a statement
regarding that interaction on a seven point Likert scale. Because this was a hypothetical
situation there was no need for a not applicable option and so this was not considered in
the data analysis. Missing variables were removed from the data. Seven measures were
used which could be used to give a composite view of that groups opinion towards
customer service as represented by their level of agreement to how much they disagreed
with a colleague ignoring a guest in favor of their mobile device. Tables 31-37 show the
frequency tables for the total study population for the seven measures.
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Table 31
“I’d find that inappropriate”
Agreement Level
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

1
2
0
15
18
50
141
227

0.4
0.9
0
6.6
7.9
22
62.1

As can be seen in Table 31, 92.1% of respondents agreed to some extent that
ignoring a guest due to a mobile device would be inappropriate. It can also be seen that
the majority of respondents (62.1%) rated the highest score possible, that they strongly
agreed.
Table 32
“I’d think that was poor customer service”
Agreement Level
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

0
0
1
10
17
57
142
227

0
0
0.4
4.4
7.5
25.1
62.6
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Table 32 shows 95.2% of respondents would find ignoring a guest due to mobile
device use poor customer service. Again, strongly agree was the option the majority of
respondents (62.6%) selected.
Table 33
“I’d think they had failed that customer”
Agreement Level
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

0
0
2
14
16
61
134
227

0
0
0.9
6.2
7
26.9
59

The above table shows that the vast majority, 92.95 of respondents would believe
that that level of service was a failure to that customer. In fact 59% of respondents
strongly agreed.
Table 34
“I’d think that was a poor representation of our company”
Agreement Level
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

0
0
2
12
16
53
141
227

0
0
0.9
5.3
7
23.3
63.4
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Table 34 shows that while almost two thirds of respondents (63.4%) strongly
agreed that ignoring a guest to use a mobile device would be a poor representation of the
company, 93.7% agree to some extent with the statement.
Table 35
“I would feel that was a poor reflection on myself as a fellow employee”
Agreement Level
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

4
2
12
27
42
54
86
227

18
0.9
5.3
11.9
18.5
23.8
37.9

The above table shows that even in the hypothetical situation in which a colleague
ignored a guest because they were using their phone, the vast majority of respondents
(80.2%) would find it a poor representation on them as a fellow employee.
Table 36
“I would feel that person had failed at offering a good service”
Agreement Level
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

0
1
0
21
17
60
126
225

0
0.4
0
9.3
7.6
26.7
56
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90.3% of respondents agreed that an employee ignoring a guest because they were
using their device would have failed at offering a good service, with the most popular
rating being that they strongly agree with 56% of the responses.
Table 37
“That would be something I’d never do”
Agreement Level
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

n

%

0
0
5
28
21
46
127
227

0
0
2.2
12.3
9.3
20.3
55.9

As can be seen above, only 2.2% of the respondents thought that might be
something they would do while 12.3% were unsure. The vast majority, 85.5% agreed that
they would never ignore a guest to use their mobile device, with the most common rating,
with more than half of the responses (55.9%) being that they strongly disagree.
At face value it appears that most respondents agree on the importance of the
guest exchange, however this was investigated further. The descriptive statistics for this
question block can be seen below in Table 38.
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As can be seen in the above descriptive statistics, the mean score for each
measure shows notable agreement with each measure suggesting that respondents do
understand the importance of the guest exchange. However, when testing the data for the
typical assumptions it was found that the data for the customer exchange concept was
heavily negatively skewed meaning the assumption of normality was violated.
Transformations where then performed on the data however, the assumption of normality
could still not be supported. It was therefore decided rather than manipulate the data to
the point it was no longer valid, to utilize non-parametric tests. The Mann-Whitney U test
was used for variables with two levels and the Kruskal-Wallis H test was used for
variables with more than two levels.
This was then tested across the various variables investigated throughout this
study. The first that was looked at was the difference between Generation Y &
Generation Z but there was no significant difference found.
Next the level of mobile device dependence was investigated across the seven
measures but the Kruskal-Wallis H test reported that there were no significant differences
for any of the seven measures across any of the levels.
There were no significant differences found for race or international versus
domestic student either suggesting that culture does not play a factor in understanding the
importance of the guest exchange.
The various variables linked to employment were then analyzed; these included
employment industry, employment status and whether they were customer facing yet
there were no significant factors found for any of the measures across the different levels
of the different variables.
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Of the different variables ran only one found any significant differences across the
various measurers and that was gender. Earlier findings in this research has suggested
that at face value males might be appear to be more dependent on their devices but the
difference was not statistically significant. However, for all seven of the customer
exchange measures it was found that females rated the importance of the customer
exchange significantly higher than males. In fact, the median scores (see Table 39 and
40) show that as a whole, females showed agreement with the statements, therefore
attaching a high level of importance on the guest exchange. Conversely, males were
shown to disagree with the statements showing a much lower level of importance was
associated with the customer exchange when the individual was using their mobile
device.
The first measure that produced a significant difference was “I’d find that
inappropriate” which found that females (Mdn= 7) showed significantly higher
agreement than the male respondents (Mdn= 2); U(225)= 3949, Z= -3.29, p= 0.001.
Similarly, the next measure “I’d think that was poor customer service” found that females
(Mdn= 7) showed significantly higher agreement levels than males (Mdn= 2); U(225)=
3913, Z=-3.41, p= 0.001. “I’d think they had failed that customer” also found that
females (Mdn= 7) reported a significantly higher agreement level than males (Mdn= 2);
U(225)= 3856, Z= -3.47, p= 0.001. Similarly, the measure “I’d think that was a poor
representation of our company” found that females (Mdn= 7) had a significantly higher
agreement level than males (Mdn= 2); U(225)= 3889, Z= -3.49, p= 0.000. (I’d think that
was a poor reflection on me as a fellow employee” also found that females (Mdn= 6) was
significantly higher than males (Mdn= 2.5); U(225)= 4332, Z= -2.09, p= 0.037. Females
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were also found to have a significantly higher median score (Mdn= 7) than males (Mdn=
2) for the measure “I’d believe that person had failed at offering a good service” U(225)=
4301, Z= -2.16, p= 0.031.The final measure also produced a significant difference across
the variable gender, this was “that would be something I would never do” which similarly
to the previous measures, found females (Mdn= 7) showed significantly higher agreement
levels than males (Mdn= 2); U(225)= 4273, Z= -2.16, p= 0.019.
When considering the overall construct of guest exchange importance this study
has found that the majority of respondents place a great importance on it, suggesting that
they would not ignore a guest to use their personal mobile device if they had access to it.
This was true regardless of generation or mobile device dependence level as well as
several other variables measured. The only variable which produced significant
differences was gender whereby both genders agreed on the importance of the guest
exchange over the use of a mobile device, but females placed a significantly higher
importance on it.
The analysis of this question block provided answers to three of the research
questions it set investigate, it suggested that those in the hospitality field do still place a
high level of importance on the customer exchange, and that this is not significantly
different across different generations or the individual’s level of dependency on their
device. These findings were then used to support hypothesis two and three. Hypothesis
two was supported in that there were no significant differences in the level of importance
placed upon the customer exchange between Generation Z and previous generations.
Similarly, hypothesis three was supported in that there was no significant difference in
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the importance placed on the customer exchange across the different levels of device
dependency.

Summary of Hypothesis Testing
H1 Having an anti-BYOD policy in place would disengage Generation Z members
significantly more than members of other generations
Result The measures for engagement did not find significant differences between
Generation Y & Z, therefore, this hypotheses has not been supported

H2 There will be no significant difference in the perception in importance of the guest
exchange between Generation Z and previous generations
Result There was no significant differences found between Generation Y & Z for any of
the measures of guest exchange importance, therefore, this hypothesis is supported

H3 The level of mobile device dependence will not significantly impact the level of
importance placed on the guest exchange
Result There was no significant differences found between any of the three levels of
mobile phone dependence for any of the measures of guest exchange importance,
therefore, this hypothesis was supported.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Discussions & Conclusions
The purpose of this research was to investigate whether the traditional
human resource policy banning the use of an individual’s personal mobile device (antiBYOD policy) was a disengaging factor for employees in the hospitality industry. While
the field of BYOD research is fairly modern and therefore lacking, it is a hot topic in the
realm of popular culture and is frequently discussed in media, however, it is often
discussed from a security aspect (Brooks, 2013; Greenfield, 2013) while the idea of
employee engagement is ignored, even though it is well documented and widely accepted
that mobile devices have become a part of everyday life for the modern person (Grail
Research, 2011). One argument against BYOD polices that is often mentioned in such
industry discussions, but has not yet been empirically investigated, is the idea that
allowing employees access to their devices in a customer facing industry like hospitality
would be unacceptable as employees would assumedly ignore the customer as they were
using their mobile device. A secondary purpose of this research was to question this
belief with the hope that if it was found that employees did in fact find anti-BYOD
policies disengaging but it would not impact the value of the guest experience, that
perhaps these policies could remedied or at least arguments made either for or against
BYOD policies had some empirical evidence in support of either argument.
This study focuses on Generation Z members because they are the next generation
to prominently enter the workforce (Lyon, 2010) and so focus should be spent trying to
research what engages the “next” generation so they can be attained instead of focusing
on what engages past generations in an attempt to win them back, whereby it may be too
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late. More than this, Generation Z make a particularly interesting subgroup to investigate
because not only are they needed to fill the employment gap created by those retiring but
also because they possess the right characteristics that employers are actually looking for,
these include characteristics like good at prioritizing information and information
processing (Koncz & Allen, 2012). But not only is it clear that Generation Z are needed
to physically fill a gap, it is interesting to consider that Generation Z are the first
generation of digital natives who have never not had technology the way it is understood
today, with some studies have found they are even psychologically dependent on such
devices (Lyon, 2010; Moeller, 2011). Yet while every industry is having to deal with the
BYOD phenomenon (Greenfield, 2013), it is particularly interesting to focus on the
hospitality industry where what is sold is an experience largely made up of customer
service. As many make the argument that employees in a front-line position, and
therefore more likely to be customer facing, might ignore the customer as they become
engrossed in their mobile device, therefore, detracting from the commodity being sold by
that industry. However, for these young people who are entering the workforce,
hospitality is often the first industry they will work in (Woods, Johanson & Sciarini,
2012), therefore, an argument based upon commonly held, but unsupported, beliefs could
be that the hospitality is trusting it’s most valuable commodity, service delivered by those
in customer-facing roles, for the majority in the hands of the most addicted to their
device, and therefore, likely to detract from it. It is these kind of arguments which are
often put forward without question which makes the focus of this empirical research so
interesting.
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However, the most convenient way to gain access to a population of young people
who fall within the category of Generation Z who are about to enter the hospitality
workforce was to use undergraduate students in a hospitality college. For convenience
purposes students from the Hotel College of University of Nevada Las Vegas (UNLV)
were used. Tis allowed provided an opportunity to investigate culture as a variable.
UNLV has a campus in Singapore as well as Las Vegas, both with prominent hospitality
schools. This meant that comparison could be made not only between different races but
also between those in a Western culture and those in an Eastern culture. And while the
use of students would normally be a limitation of a research study, because of the purpose
of this research to amend policies before the age group prominently enter the workforce,
the use of students served the purpose of this study.
And while the main focus of this research was Generation Z, there is still debate
over the set definition of what birth years construe someone who is a Generation Z
member. It is widely publicized that someone born after 1979 is classified as Generation
Y, however when this generation ends also has not been defined (McMorrow-Hernandez,
2008) and Generation Z is the following generation. Some theorists have stated
Generation Z starts as early as 1990 (Geck. 2006) and some have it ending as late as 2004
(Cross-Bystrom, 2010). For the purpose of this study the end year of Generation Z was
not of relevance but the start year was of grave importance as this would be the cut-off
year for data analysis and the placement of respondents into either group. Since it is
agreed that Generation Z are digital natives in that they have grown up with the
technology known today, it was decided for the purposes of this research study to use
1991 as the beginning year of Generation Z. The reason for this was that the Internet
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went mainstream in 1993 and the ready availability to the world wide web in 1993 was
the catalyst for technology associated with the Internet to also become mainstream (Get
Connected, 2009). And while Generation Z members in this sample could at the most
been two years old at this time, they would not have had the comprehension skills to
know any different. Therefore, those born 1979 – 1990 were classified as Generation Y
and 1991 onwards were classified as Generation Z for the sake of this research. While
originally the intent was also to collect data from members of other Generations so
comparisons could be run across various generations, the response rate of those born
before Generation Y, hence Generation X members, was too low to make meaningful
inferences and was therefore removed from the data meaning the study just compared
Generation Y and Z. this could have posed a potential problem as literature suggests that
Generation Y and Z are characteristically very similar. It is often reported that Generation
Y are very technology savvy but Generation Z are digital natives (Higginbottom, 2012).
The fact that these generations share such similar characteristics could account for the
lack of significant differences found across the various constructs.
The first question block in the survey that was non-demographic or descriptive
was question 15 (see appendix 1) which was an adaptation of Toda, Monden, Kubo &
Morimoto’s mobile phone dependence questionnaire (MPDQ). However, this original
survey focused more on the function of the mobile phone (Toda, Monden, Kubo &
Morimoto, 2004). Therefore measures were also adopted from research by Igarashi,
Motoyoshi, Takai & Yoshida who focused more on internal aspects of mobile phone
dependency (Igarashi, Motoyoshi, Takai, & Yoshida, 2008). Neither of these two studies
looked at tablets as they were not commonplace at the times of the study. And since 2004
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the way in which phones are used has changed with the increase and communization of
smartphones. Therefore, the internal aspect adaptations were made to the MPDQ based
upon prior research and then modernized with the addition of terms mentioning social
media. Because this field of research is ever changing and evolving this question block
had to be created as opposed to using a set of questions that had been used repeatedly by
other research which would have been preferential. However, the use of a previously
established scale means that construct validity can be somewhat assumed.
This also applies to the construct of importance placed on customer exchange.
Because even the thought that employees should be allowed to access their own personal
devices during work is a recent phenomenon, there has not been prior research on the
idea that employees might ignore a customer due to use of their device as it has never
been a consideration before. The lack of prior research meant an entire measurement for
this had to be created. This was done by speaking to industry leaders at trade shows,
conventions and even in meetings in Las Vegas about what their concerns were with
customer service. This lead to the creation of the seven measures shown in question 22 of
the survey (see appendix 1). These were then discussed in small groups during the pilot
study stage of the survey development, based upon these discussions it was decided to
leave all seven measures in the survey. The measures were created in a way whereby
respondents gave their agreement with a statement regarding a hypothetical situation in
which they witness a colleague ignore a guest because they were using their phone at the
exchange point. It was believed that if a direct statement such as “if you were allowed
your device in work would you ignore customers?” would lead to response biases in
which respondents answer in the way which appears favorable. This was thought to be
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especially true as the sample was of students at a hospitality school and so it would seem
counterintuitive to their education to give a response other than “they would never ignore
a guest in that way’, regardless of whether it was true. It was felt that by creating a
hypothetical situation that was typical of a real life setting, that respondents opinions
would be more valid as the real life act of ignoring a guest to check one’s phone might
does not have the same negative connotations as agreeing with a theoretical statement
such as “I ignore guests”. It was also believed that by making it a colleague who had
committed the act that respondents would be less inclined to suffer response biases as
there were no negative consequences (all be it hypothetical) for them. While using a
survey measuring the importance placed on the guest exchange (in relation to mobile
device use) would have been preferential, the research purely does not exist at this
moment in time although this study can be used as basis for further research in this field
in the future.
This study aimed to look at the impact of anti-BYOD policies on engagement
because studies have shown low engagement is negatively correlated with high turnover,
burnout and other negative consequences (Saks, 2006), the likes of which could lead to
further exasperate the hospitality industries current turnover issue (Yang, Wan & Fu,
2012; Zopiatis, Kapardis, Varnavas & Pavlou, 2011). However, engagement itself, is an
incredibly large and complicated construct which has been poorly defined in academic
literature which has led to confusion with overlapping constructs (Saks, 2006). In the
same paper, Saks also points to the fact that little empirical research has been done on the
relationship of HR policies on engagement, stating that more research needs to be done in
this field. For the purpose of this study, the definition of high engagement which will be
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used will describe being psychologically present when performing a task or occupying a
role (Kahn, 1990; 1992) while being engrossed and focused on it (Rothbard, 2001). So
while several different components can be said to create the composite of engagement,
this study just focused on one dimension of it acting as a representation of the larger
construct. Looking at the other elements which create engagement could be a
consideration for future research. But with the definition in mind, the dimension of
engagement which seemed most appropriate was absorption. Absorption can be said to be
characterized by being engrossed in the task creating the perception that time is passing
(Seppa¨la¨, et al., 2009). But this study was looking at a human resource policy, namely
anti-BYOD policies, impact on engagement, which Saks (2006) pointed out did not exist.
In order to measure this it was decided to adapt a measure of absorption by merging them
with employee attitude surveys which typically do assess human resource policies. The
measure of absorption that was used was taken from one of the most prominent
engagement surveys, the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) (Seppa¨la¨, et al.,
2009). The use of such a renowned scale means construct validity can somewhat be
assumed. It was then decided to separate the concept of engagement into two sections.
One would focus on the policy itself as this could be seen as what directly inhibits
absorption. The second would be focused on the attitudes to the organization and the
employee’s subsequent behaviors as a result of said policy. Both elements could then be
considered together to give a more complete understanding of the policies effect on
engagement. Once again, using a scale which had been used in previous research would
have been preferable, however, would not have measured what was the main focus of this
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study. Therefore, adapting prior research which had been empirically testing to make it
applicable for this study was the most appropriate method.
The demographic profile of this study’s respondents is shown in Table 1. As can
be seen, the number of Asian respondents is far greater than that of the White group or
other races group. In fact 67.4% of respondents were Asian compared 22.9% White and
the remaining 9.7% were made up of other races. These figures are not reflective of the
industry, the Department of Labor do not measure specifically hospitality but they do
show that the service industry, of hospitality is a major component, is made up of 14.2%
Asians and 13.8% White (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2012, a). However, the large
number of Asian respondents meant more thorough and meaningful differences could be
inferred between them and the White group as the number of respondents used were
larger. The reason behind the disproportionately large number of Asian respondents was
because samples were sent to both the Las Vegas campus of UNLV which has a large
Asian population as well as the Singapore campus whose majority is made up of Asian
students, therefore, through pure exposure there was a much larger Asian population.
It was also noted when analyzing the demographic information that there were
disproportionate differences between the genders. While Table 1 shows that the sample
was constructed of 28.2% males and 71.85 females, this is somewhat representative of
the hospitality industry which the Department of Labor reports is 35.6% male and 64.4%
female (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2012, b). However, Table 2 and 3 show the
breakdown of these across Generation Y and Z respectively and while Generation Y
shows 47% to 53% male to female divide, the Generation Z cohort report a representation
of just 8.2% (n=9) males and 91.8% (n=101) females. This shows a disproportionate
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amount of Generation Z males completed the survey. However at no point throughout the
research was it found necessary to divide the generation groups to investigate the smaller
subsets of each group as no significant differences were found across any of the
measures.
The final key observation made when analyzing the demographic information was
that when looking at the birth year break down, Table 1 shows a fairly even divide
between 117 Generation Y members and 110 Generation Z members. However, the
further breakdown of these shows that of the 117 Generation Y members 59.9% of them
fell were born in the last two years of Generation Y and 70.9% were born in the last three
years (1988-1990). The fact that these respondents are more likely to share traits with the
Generation Z members might explain the lack of significant differences found across the
different constructs.
One of the findings of this study was that of the total sample, 21.1% of
respondents who were employed in an organization with an anti-BYOD policy ignored it
and accessed their mobile device. This has been supported in a recent study that reported
20.9% of people who are employed for a company with an anti-BYOD policy ignore it
(Wood, 2013). This might suggest that the study sample’s attitudes towards anti-BYOD
policies is fairly representative of the wider employed population, which they will be
entering.
This study created the variable mobile device dependence in a similar way to a
previous study on the topic by Toda, Monden, Kubo & Morimoto (2004). This was then
used to investigate significant differences across different variables. As mentioned, little
research has been conducted on Generation Z due to their age so much of the work thus
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far on their generation is theory based, with much of this stating that they will be more
technologically dependent that previous generations. However, much of these theories are
routed in assessments based on Generation Y who are already extremely tech savvy. This
study found that the vast majority of respondents fell into the highly dependent category
(81%) and while a significant difference between Generation Y & Z was not found, this
does not change the fact that a group of people are about to enter the work force who are
highly dependent on their mobile devices and current human resource polices are
congruent with that dependence. So while this study did not support the few previous
items of research which found Generation Z to be more dependent than any previous
generation, this study does suggest that Generation Y’s behavior can be used to estimate
how Generation Z will behave. And with 47% of Generation Y stating that they work for
companies with less than 100 people for reasons including a flexibility with policies that
welcome their strengths instead of inhibit them (McGraw, 2012), unless large hospitality
organizations change their mindset, this study’s findings suggest the turnover issue could
continue to be exasperated.
This study did not find a significant difference between races or domestic and
international respondents which suggest that mobile dependence is a global phenomenon
as opposed to a Western one. This is supported by previous research that found mobile
device usage to be high amongst various groups including both those of Caucasian and
Asian decent (Baron, 2011; Hodgson, 2011). This study did not find a significant
difference between any of the variable for mobile device dependency, which could be
used to suggest that this truly is a universal matter in our time. However, although not a
significant difference, a p= 0.053 was found between the genders. This means that
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although not significant, it was very close to being and further investigation into the
matter could yield slightly different results. The findings were that although both males
and females showed scores suggesting dependence, males were found on average to have
higher dependence scores than females. This was also found in the original study by
Toda, Monden, Kubo & Morimoto (2004). These two studies could be used as a basis to
further investigate the relationship between mobile device dependence and the genders.
When investigating engagement it was interesting to see that when asked about
the policy the majority of respondents (59.9%) said they would follow the anti-BYOD
policy yet in the following question set surrounding behavior, the majority of respondents
(86.1%). This might suggest an internal conflict between policies and practice in these
people. This research has established that as a whole these groups are dependent on their
devices. The fact that their responses show a complete contradiction might suggest that
while they understand the policy and have the intention of following it, that they know
they physically cannot, which is a true example of dependence. It might also suggest a
disconnect between intention to “follow the rules” and the personal value they place on
rules. Open ended follow-up questions would need to be asked to understand the cause of
this internal conflict.
When assessing the entirety of the question block surrounding the policy, all of
the measures except for “creates a negative culture” (which showed on average a more
neutral level of agreement slightly skewed towards showing agreement) showed a mean
score which suggested agreement with the measures which all described a negative
attitude towards the policy (except for the measure “I would always follow this policy”).
As a whole this suggests the study population have a negative opinion of anti-BYOD
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policies stating they disagree with it and it makes them unhappy, as well as believing it is
outdated and that their employer should be more flexible about it.
The block of measures then investigating the practices as a result of the policy
was then investigated. It was notable that this concept produced more diverse responses.
In fact unlike the policy concept whereby all of the measures found on average
agreement, the practices concept found the three measures which produced a neutral level
of agreement. However, the majority of the measures, the remaining 8, did produce levels
of agreement while none of the measures produced levels of disagreement. Interestingly,
almost half of the respondents did state that they felt anxious when they did not have their
phone in the workplace. Previous research has also supported this finding (Moeller,
2011), however, this research has also found, according to tis results, that Generation Y
members also show this level of anxiety.
In fact, it was found overall, when looking at both Generation Y & Z combined
that almost two thirds (63.4%) of respondents felt they would be happier in their role if
they were allowed access to their mobile device while the majority (60%) said they
change the policy if they could. The findings of this research suggest that one of the
biggest justifications for this change is that the vast majority of respondents feel their
employer should trust them to use their device appropriately (82.3%) and doing so would
give them a better impression of the company (57.3%). So similarly to the policy
concept, when looking at the whole composite, the research suggests that overall the
respondents do have negative attitudes as a result of anti-BYOD polices and although the
respondents did not produce overall mean scores that outright admit they act in a negative
manner because of this, for example take extra breaks, their scores also did not support
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outright disagreement to doing so. This might have been caused by the respondents
feeling that less consequences (although hypothetical) would occur from admitting a
negative attitude or opinion as opposed to outright admitting that one would physically
do something as a result of this attitude or opinion.
When considering the overall scores of both elements, it suggests that the
respondents do hold negative perspectives of anti-BYOD polices supporting that they
found them disengaging; there were however some notable differences across some of the
variables. Across both the policy and practices concepts, there was not a significant
difference between Generation Y & Generation Z, therefore, not supporting hypothesis 1.
Both elements did however find a significant difference between the genders. Three of
the six measures of policy and six of the 11 practices measures found a significant
difference. Of these men showed significantly higher agreement that such polices are
outdated and that employers should be more flexible about such policies. Of all 17
measures, only one found disagreement between the two genders, males reported
agreement with the statement “I feel anxious when I do not have my phone in work”
whereas females reported a neutral attitude to the statement, this difference was
significant. It should be noted that the result did find agreement for all of the measures
(except “I feel anxious…”). And in all but one of these, the findings support that males
have a higher agreement score than female. The one in which females had a higher score,
logically, was “I would always follow this policy’. This supports that while all
respondents reported disengagement as a result of the policy, the men have a stronger
disengagement than women. This has also been found in previous research regarding
mobile device dependency and the genders (Toda, Monden, Kubo & Morimoto, 2004).
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Another factor which produced some significant differences in the measures of
engagement was that of culture. While race did not provide any significant different in
the policy measures, eight of the 11 practices measures did produce a significant
difference. In the measures that did produce significant differences, all the races did
agreed on their disagreement with anti-BYOD polices but they differed in that the White
group showed significantly lower levels of agreement than the other races and Asian
group. Further open ended questions would be required to understand why it is the case
that there is a difference in behavior but not in the opinion of the actual policy.
One suggestion might be that because they respondents are of different races they
might be more likely to have families overseas and therefore, modern technology like
social media and having internet enabled phones means that people can keep in touch
with people overseas easier than ever. And if a time difference exists people might be
more willing to conduct themselves in a way that seems negative to the employer such as
keep their device on their person, or if they do abide by the rule begrudge it more if it
jeopardizes their opportunity to keep in touch with their family that are located far away
from them. As stated, more open ended questions would be needed to make more
meaningful inferences, however, this theory might be supported in the fact that
international students also showed much higher agreement scores than domestic students,
in fact there were 6 engagement measures which showed international students showed
higher levels of agreement than domestic students. Interestingly, the measure discussing a
desired flexibility of the policy and the feeling that it was outdated again produced two of
the significant differences. These two particular opinions might be worth further
investigation in the future. What is interesting is this does not support the common place
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stereotype that of the submissive Asian who would follow the rules and avoid
confrontation (Lee, 2009). This study has found the contrary, that Asian students were
not only just as likely to break the rules and have a strong (and negative) opinion about
anti-BYOD policies but in some cases significantly more so than White and Domestic
students.
Another factor which had an effect on engagement was employment. Interestingly
while customer facing roles did not provide any significant differences and employment
status (full time, part time etc.) producing inconsistent differences, the employment
industry produced significant differences in the majority of practices measures but not in
the policy measures. In fact, eight of the 11 practice measures found significant
differences. However, the common differences were not between hospitality and other
industries but between hospitality and unemployed respondents. Similarly to the previous
variables, all of the respondents showed agreement in their negative practices of antiBYOD polices, however, the unemployed group showed significantly higher levels of
disagreement with anti-BYOD polices than those employed in the hospitality industry.
This means that when asked to imagine working for a hospitality organization who
enforced an anti-BYOD policy, those that were unemployed were more likely to act
against the rule and have a negative attitude as a result of it. And while open ended
questions or follow up interviews would be needed to understand these findings further
and more thoroughly, a couple of suggestions can be made to try and interpret these
findings.
One explanation might be that because young university students made up the
majority of the sample, it might be that they have never had a job before and therefore, do
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not know what to expect and the seriousness of breaking rules in the workplace. This
might mean that they say they would break the rules and have a negative attitude now
that there is no consequences and they aren’t aware of the serious action that can be taken
because of negative work practices and attitude problems while employed. When they
actually begin working this might change. Another interpretation of these findings is that
while some of the respondents do currently work, more than a quarter do not (26.2%) and
if this group are representative of the employees who are about to enter the workforce,
and those that will continue to enter the workforce year after year moving forward, then
this might suggest that the future employees of the hospitality industry will not accept
these rules and leaving the organizations to accept the behavioral implications and
negative attitudes (where employees stay) and continued high turnover rate (where they
won’t) or change their policies to engage these individuals.
When considering that the focus of this portion of the study was on engagement
as a result of a policy banning the access to an individual’s mobile device, it might seem
logical that the variable that found the most significant differences was the level of
mobile device dependence. In fact 16 of the 17 measures of engagement found a
significant difference with all but one of these measures finding the highly dependent
group were significantly more disengaged than both the medium and low dependency
group. The other measure which provided a significant difference found the highly
dependent group was significantly more disengaged than the medium group only.
Interestingly, the one measure that did not find a significant difference was the level of
guilt when checking their device when they know they should not. For this all
respondents showed high levels of agreement. So by enforcing a policy which causes
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guilt in employees (if it is believed that highly dependent employees will break the policy
and check their phone as suggested by this research), then the organization is creating a
situation in which employees will feel negative (Veiga, Golden & Dechant, 2004).
Therefore, the findings of the engagement portion of this study have produced
several interesting findings. It has suggested that as a whole respondents do agree that
anti-BYOD policies disengage them creating both negative attitudes and behaviors in the
workplace. Typically, where differences lie is in how strongly on average they felt about
each measure. As has been found in earlier research regarding mobile device dependence,
males were felt more strongly on the matter than females (Toda, Monden, Kubo &
Morimoto, 2004).
An unexpected difference that was found was that Asian respondents felt
significantly more strongly than White respondent’s and would breach such polices,
contradicting stereotypes of the submissive Asian. Those that were currently unemployed
were also found to feel significantly more strongly than those in the industry and while
further research is needed to understand this, two different musings were offered. The
first that those that are currently unemployed will realize that they can’t break rules and
have a bad attitude when they get in the workplace or there will be consequences.
The second, which is more concerning for the industry, is that this group represent
the new employee entering the workforce and they will be significantly more disengaged
by such polices as current employees so if hospitality industries have ever heard a
complaint about not being allowed their phone at work, if this theory is correct, it is about
to get a lot worse, to the point that this will not be accepted by future employees. Mobile
device dependence was found to be the variable which found the most significant
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differences with, logically, those that are highly dependent on their mobile device being
more disengaged by anti-BYOD policies. However, as this study found the majority of
respondents could be classified as highly dependent on their mobile device (70%), if this
is representative of those about to enter the hospitality workforce, then the current HR
policies regarding BYOD will disengage their future employees and so by ignoring the
issue, they might be setting themselves up to fail. And while this study’s first hypothesis
was not supported by the findings, in that Generation Z were not significantly more
disengaged by such policies as Generation Y, this just stands to support that the industry
might need to re-evaluate its policies, because if, as suggested by this study’s findings,
people of both Generation y & Z are disengaged by such policies, then the industry is
setting itself up to not just lose out on the majority of Generation Y employees who are
already choosing to go and work for smaller more flexible employers (McGraw, 2012),
but may also be about to lose the next generation of employees too.
As mentioned earlier, it is often argued that a reason against BYOD
implementation in hospitality is that if employees who are customer facing lose sight of
the importance of the customer exchange because they are distracted by their device, then
the industry has lost one of its key commodities, customer service. However, as
mentioned earlier, trust is one of the key characteristics that Generation Z look for, trust
to do tasks and to utilize their skills (McGraw, 2012). An argument could be put forward
that employers taking this stance are showing a lack of trust in their employees to put the
guest first as they know they should. This might mean that as well as the policy itself
disengaging Generation Z employees, the reasoning behind it, the employers attitude
itself, might also be a disengaging factor. One area of future research that should be
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looked at is the other engaging factors, other than BYOD, to future employees. But the
finding thus far of this research have supported that for several groups of employees, trust
by the employer is an important factor. The measurement “my employer should trust
me….” did show significant differences between different levels for several of the
variables.
The results of this study found, contrary to this mindset that this sample greatly
valued the customer exchange point. The mean score for all seven measures showed
agreement that they’d perceive ignoring a customer for use of a mobile device negatively,
in fact six of the seven showed a mean score between six and seven (on a seven point
scale) and the remaining one was 5.67. Not only that but of all the opportunities where
the highest level of agreement with the statement (7) could have been selected, it was
selected in more than half of those occasions (56.5%). This shows not a level of
agreement but that respondents placed a very high level of importance on the guest
exchange. In fact 85.5% of respondents said that “would be something they’d never do”.
This suggests that there is something about those that chose to enter the hospitality
workforce that makes them put the guest first.
When this was then further analyzed it was found that there was no significant
difference between the value placed on the customer experience between Generation Y &
Z, therefore supporting hypothesis two. This was then tested against the variable mobile
dependence rate, this would then be used to assess hypothesis three. This particular
variable had produced significant differences across the other measures yet for the
importance of the guest exchange, it produced no significant difference, thus supporting
hypothesis three. The same was true across races, international versus domestic student
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status, employment industry, status and role. The only variable measured which did
produce a significant difference was gender. Gender has been found to consistently
throughout this study play some role in producing different results for various concepts.
Interestingly, earlier it was found that men appeared to be more dependent on their
mobile device, and while both genders on average agreed on the high importance of the
guest experience, all seven measures produced significant differences which found the
women had significantly higher agreement scores on the high importance of the customer
exchange.
This is an interesting finding because while this study’s results supported the idea
that males are more dependent on their phone than females, when it comes to using your
mobile device over serving a guest they did not view this as negatively as women who as
a whole rated that as an unacceptable practice, but this study also found them to be less
dependent on their mobile device in the first place. Further research could look at this
relationship further to find if it is significant and if at any point the dependence does
become so great that it causes a hindrance to the guest experience.
The findings of this study seem to suggest that while there is no significant
difference in engagement between Generation Y & Z, there were significant differences
if you categorize the respondents differently, if you look at them by mobile device
dependence, as measured by this survey. This might seem like more of a logical
progression than one might first conclude. While as a whole generations through time
have become more technological adept as they have become more and more familiar with
it, at one point that level of adeptness would surely plateau whereby people cannot
become nay more familiar with technology. Many theorists, as mentioned throughout this
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study suggest that this will come about with the digital natives, those that were born with
technology as we know it. However, this study found no significant differences between
Generation Y & Z when it came to mobile device dependence or engagement as a result
of an anti-BYOD policy. The lack of differences in this research might have been caused
because the majority of the respondents who were categorized as Generation Y were born
during the last three years of the Generation Y category (1988-1990) and because
generational differences are not absolute changes but more transitional differences it is
likely that some of the those born in these latter years had some Generation Z traits.
However, in an attempt to study those about to enter the workforce, the earlier in the
generation the respondents were born the more likely it would have been that they were
already employed with them being older, and therefore, the purpose of the study would
be lost as the findings would become about those already in the workforce and become
descriptive instead of being used to guide industry policies in the future as to what future
employees might be engaged by.
This lack of difference might also be caused by another phenomenon. Perhaps, the
plateau of technological ability has happened earlier than expected and those born in the
latter years of Generation Y are as technologically savvy as it gets, having grown up with
technology, even if they aren’t be definition “digital natives”. This theory is supported by
some who argue that Generation Y and Generation Z are no longer two distinct
demographic generations, perhaps instead psychographic descriptions have become more
appropriate in modern culture. This gives rise to the idea of Generation C. The term as
created by Neilson. Generation C are not confined by a certain age bracket, they are a
mind-set, with the key characteristic being “connected”. This includes socially connected,
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intellectually connected, creatively connected, and connected to content and new
experiences like no other group (Neilson, 2012).
Theorists have said that being constrained by ages groups is no longer practical,
there can be members of Generation Z who are digital natives but like routine jobs and
use a mobile phone as a tool but there can be someone in the early thirties (Generation Y)
who wants to wear jeans to work, embrace creativity and treats their device like a limb
(Harris, 2012; Solis, 2012). Generation C would include characteristics as described in
this study for Generation Z but not be restricted by the age limit. An example might be
high goal orientation being attributed to Generation Z members who have grown up
playing video games, yet someone born in 1990 who is technically Generation Y might
still have grown up playing computer games and therefore have the same mindset. The
results of this study might support this theory. While no significant difference was found
for mobile dependence or engagement between the two generations (as both scored
highly dependent and highly disengaged by anti-BYOD policies) significant differences
were found across the different levels of mobile dependency. Someone who would
technically be classed as a Generation Y member but “lives the Generation Z lifestyle”
such a sharing a high dependency on mobile devices could be captured under the term
Generation C. Results from previous studies, although not directly investigating the same
topic, could be used to support such a theory. An example might include Igarashi’s study
which found personality was the most reliable predictor of text message dependency
(Igarashi, Motoyoshi, Takai, & Yoshida, 2008). This is definitely an area which could
benefit from further empirical research.
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Whatever the reason for the lack of difference between Generations, whether a
methodological limitation in the sample or a theoretical limitation through a limited
knowledge of Generation C, it was clear that as a whole, this study’s findings supported
that people in Generation Y & Z (possibly combined to make C) would be disengaged by
anti-BYOD policies. However, one fear of implementing such a policy is that the guest
experience might suffer. This study does not support this assertion. In fact, this study
found that members of both these generations rated the guest exchange as very important
and ignoring the guest because of access to one’s personal mobile device was not viewed
as acceptable. And this finding was universal across all groups regardless of age, culture
or industry. Therefore it could be argued that current HR polices banning anti-BYOD
stand to lose by disengaging employees, or not attracting them in the first place. And
while other issues of security, risk etc. are not covered in this study, the concern that the
customer service might be affected was not supported, and therefore, organizations might
want to consider being proactive and reconsidering long standing policies and adapting to
their future employees instead of trying to make their future employees adapt to them, or
even ignoring the issue. That method has not proven successful with the younger
members of Generation Y who have entered the workforce, as they have sought out
alternative employment that does synchronize with their mindset, further exasperating the
turnover issue (McGraw, 2012).
Implications
There are both academic and practical industry implications that can be drawn
from this research. The implication to the industry is that a clearer understanding as to
what engages their future employees can be drawn. BYOD is often thought of in different
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capacities such as security and risk while engagement is often ignored. This research
sought out to look at exactly that area. And with the findings suggesting that future
employees will in fact be disengaged by such policies, industry leaders should really use
this evidence to evaluate their current polices. And with the finding that customer service
would not be impacted, this is one less issue to be dealt with should a BYOD policy been
implemented. Since the research suggests that employees do still rate the guest
experience as important, and large proportions of the sample stating they believe they
could do a better job with their device, this suggests that employees understand that they
could utilize their device as a tool in their role as well as just for their own personal
motivations.
With these two findings being drawn from this research, HR professionals might
want to focus their attention on managing BYOD instead of trying to ban it, as it might be
likened to a tidal wave, one can try and hold it back for so long but management is a
more realistic strategy. Since this research found that employees do already have their
own understanding about what is appropriate with regards to using their device at work
(for example, not ignoring the guest), employers might want to focus on setting their
expectations of device usage, should they implement such a policy. And as this study
eluded to, trust is a huge principle for these future employees. Therefore if organizations
were to set their rules and expectations through policy, this would show a trust in their
employees to use their device appropriately, resulted in engaged employees who have an
extra tool at their disposal that they feel comfortable with, while the organization still
remains control and a policy to manage it which should these expectations be broken,
formal action could be taken, like with any other policy. So while several elementary
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implications can be drawn from this research by industry, possible the most predominant
is that the employees they hope to employ in the future have changed, their outlook,
expectations and engaging factors; the industry also needs to change to ensure its polices
and desired future employees are compatible.
Academic implications can also be taken from this research. Due to the
contemporary nature of this research, for several of the measured components survey
scales did not exist, or in the instances that they did they were dated. In order to truly
understand this relevant and current research, the items which measure them must also be
current. For the purpose of this research the MPDQ was modernized to include measures
that would be relevant now, this could also be used by future research on the topic.
Similarly, measures for engagement with regards to a BYOD policy and customer service
with regards to BYOD were created specifically for this research, these could also be
used in future academic research.
With this research being the first of its kind, several interesting findings have been
made. These can be used to fuel further research. As well as the concepts being measured
themselves. This study investigated several different concepts that had never been
investigated before including BYOD polices and engagement, resulting attitudes and
behaviors and customer exchange values with regards to mobile device access. These
new concept can add to the body of academic research and serve as a foundation for new
research in these areas. Similarly, this is one of the first piece of academic research to
empirically look at Generation Z and even mention the possibility of Generation C,
therefore one of the biggest implications of this study is that it can be used to springboard
other research in these new yet necessary areas.
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The final academic implication is to create a new model as a way of thinking
about this topic. This research served to investigate different elements and draw them
together, however, a more imperforate theoretical framework could be developed from
this fundamental research findings. It was found that respondents were disengaged by
anti-BYOD policies, however, when asked whether they would follow the policy they
reported that on average they would yet when asked if they would keep their device on
their person in spite of this rule they also reported that they would. This contradiction
suggests a differentiation between the level of cost and benefit in having access to their
device and the cost of disciplinary action for breaching such a policy. The fact that the
majority reported that they would follow the policy suggests that they do understand that
there is a consequence to not following company issued policies. Therefore, it is
suggested that a social exchange theory approach be taken to this model. Social exchange
theory (SET) suggests an application of cost-benefit analysis to real situational exchanges
(Emerson, 1976). Therefore, a model which takes into account the individual’s personal
level of benefit to having access to their device, which would presumably be linked to
their dependence level contrasted with their own perceived cost of breaching a policy and
they consequences, might be the most conclusive way to analyze this modern work
phenomenon.
Such a model could also take into account the individual’s reason for working, for
example, a person supporting their family might be less inclined to take risks which
might jeopardize their job and pay check used to support their loved ones. However, an
individual who was highly dependent on their phone might place such a high benefit on
having access to their phone that it negated any cost, even that of supporting their family.
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This type of model might also account for age differences, while this study did not find
significant differences between the generations, such a model based on the individual’s
perception of importance would make age irrelevant. Such a model could also take into
account phenomenon like at what stage does disengage become so strong that an
employee wants to leave their job and is this dependent on their reasons for working. The
same person who is supporting their family might be more likely to forgo higher levels of
disengagement to support their family than a first time employee with no dependents and
little commitment but might find not having access to their mobile device enough of a
reason to leave their job. If such a model were to be developed, it would be interesting to
see if it could include elements of the customer service importance that was investigated
in this study.
The findings of this study suggested that regardless of any other variable, those
that want to pursuit a career in hospitality (hence gaining an education to help improve
the likelihood) will place a guest’s interaction above their personal desire to use their
phone, regardless of device dependence or any other factor. This might suggest that
providing customer service is an over-arching desire of that individual, and therefore,
reaching that would be a social benefit. Therefore, how does the benefit of having access
to one’s phone interact with the over-riding benefit of providing good customer service.
The level of perceived benefit might decrease dependent on level of dedication to the job,
for example a part time student working in a hotel to put themselves through law school
might place a lower benefit on providing guest service, and therefore, being able to
access their device at free will might be more of a social benefit to thin person and having
to provide service be the cost. The development of such a comprehensive model could
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greatly help industry understand the factors at play in the topic of BYOD and policy, and
help them be truly informed before making any changes, the cost associated with training
for such would not likely be light. So possibly the greatest theoretical implication of this
study might be to act as the catalyst in the development of such an all-inclusive model.
Limitations
As with any research there are limitations associated with this study which must
be taken into account when considering the findings. The first being the sample
representativeness. The sample size was 227 which is a relatively small number when
attempting to make inferences to the wider population of all those future hospitality
employees. Similarly, the number of Asian representative was greatly out of proportion to
the workforce. And while this did not impact the validity of the findings as each
respondent was a potential future employee independently of all other respondents, any
group inferences made might be explained by another unknown characteristic that is
overly represented in Asians, therefore biasing the overall interpretation and inferences
made as a result of the findings.
A further demographic limitation of the study was that it only looked at
Generation Y & Z. While the original intent was to compare prior generations, because
the sample were taken from university students, there was not a large enough sample
representation for them to be included in the study. And of those that were included, even
the representation of Generation Y was biased in that the majority of those representing
Generation Y were born in the last three years as opposed to a more even distribution.
Another sampling related limitation was the fact that the respondents were
attained through convenience sampling. While all UNLV hotel college students could
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have responded meaning it was a large sample population, it was not random. Also, only
UNLV was used meaning the respondent’s opinions could have been biased through
something inherently unique to UNLV such as the curriculum, the make-up of student
population, faculty, etc. Sampling from other universities around the U.S. or even world
would have reduced the possibility of potential biases.
In line with this was the fact that it was new research meant appropriate surveys
were lacking and therefore adaptations based on existing literature had to be made. And
although using literature means some construct validity can be assumed, the fact that the
survey used in this research has not been tested for reliability or validated is a major
limitation of this study.
And while this is a minor limitation, their inclusion wherever possible does help
to increase the reliability of responses. The validity of the participant’s responses to
question 22 could also pose as a limitation to the study. Although this particular question
was designed so that the respondent witnessed a colleague ignore a guest, they may still
have assumed that this was a test of their potential behavior and therefore answered that
they would be disappointed and it would be something they would never do as that was
the most desired response for a student studying towards a hospitality degree. Thus, there
is potential for social desirability bias. The same could also be true of the measures to do
with the consequent behavior because of an anti-BYOD policy. A hospitality student
might be reluctant to admit that they would take extra breaks to check their phone as they
were afraid of the consequences, albeit hypothetical. These kind of response biases were
controlled for as much as possible in the survey design however they might have still
been present.
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Future Research
As with any research, considerations for future research would include running
studies that address the limitations of the current study. Therefore, the first
recommendation for future research would be to use a larger sample size comprising of a
sample that was representative of the hospitality industry population and that was
obtained from different hospitality schools.
This study chose to use students as its sample as a representation of future
employees. One area of future research that could add to this theory would be to repeat
the same study with members of the industry. This would allow for not only comparisons
to be made between the groups, but for inferences about the expectations of future
employees before they have entered the workforce to also be made. This would then
allow for theories to be developed around how the desires of a hospitality employee
might change from what they think they will want before they enter the workforce to
what actually engages them once they have begun working.
Throughout this study it was consistently found that gender played a role in
interpreting the different measures. Gender was found to show significant differences
with regards to engagement, importance placed on customer exchange and differences
were found in level of dependency. Yet most theories assessing mobile device usage
rarely discuss gender differences. It should be noted here that the original study that
produced the MPDQ did in fact find significant differences between the genders back in
2004 (Toda, et al., 2004). Therefore future research might want to focus more on the
gender differences and value placed to mobile device dependence as difference in value
or even the way they use the device might mean differences in the way anti-BYOD
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policies impact their engagement. Another finding that was found on multiple occasions
throughout this research was for the beliefs that anti-BYOD policies were “outdated” and
that employees felt their employers should be more flexible. These two measures
produced significant differences across many of the different variables investigated. This
suggests that there might be something inherent in these two measures that require further
investigation.
As this is an emerging topic but one that is likely to receive great attention in the
future, as it applies to any workforce, future research should focus on developing a
standardized scale that is tested for both validity and reliability and is accepted by the
research community. These might be especially useful for the variable of mobile
dependence and engagement to a particular policy ad these are two topics that are only
likely to grow as in prevalence as mobile devices become more a part of every facet of
life and there will always need to be policies to regulate such behaviors in the workplace.
And as mentioned, this theory does apply to any industry. Employers will always
be concerned with what engages their staff and employees across all industries are likely
to have mobile devices. Therefore, if work is to be further done in this field it would be
interesting to see if attitudes were consistent across different industries.
The final recommendation for future research to be made refers to the model
extensively described in the implications section. While this research can act as a basis
for the topic, future research should focus on developing a model that brings these
various elements together and uses them congruently to describe employee behavior and
help industry leaders develop policies. Social exchange theory appears to be the most
appropriate model to utilize to do this and so future research should focus on how the
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various elements intertwine and interact with one another and the personal social value
placed on each.
Conclusion
This study has focused on a new area and as such has made some interesting
findings. It appears that there are not significant differences between Generation Y & Z
with regards to engagement and BYOD policies, because both appear to be highly
dependent on their mobile devices. In keeping with that it has been supported that having
anti-BYOD policies does disengage these individuals as they feel that they are not trusted
by their employer as well as feeling that they are without a tool that they have become
accustomed to. This study even found that the majority would breach the policy anyway
and keep their phone on their person. Yet while doing so, these young people still
recognize the importance of customer service and would not ignore a guest at the
customer exchange point because they had access to their mobile device. Generation Y
have already shown that they are choosing to work for smaller and more flexible
companies that synchronize with their characteristics exasperating the already high
turnover rate issue in the hospitality industry.
With this study finding no significant differences between Generation Y & Z,
industry HR leaders might want to consider being more flexible and trusting their future
employees to do the right thing and use their mobile device appropriately. Because it is
these types of rigid and long-standing polices that disengage these young people. These
leaders need to consider adapting such policies to suit their future employees, instead of
trying to make their potential employees adapt to their policies. Because, as has been seen
with those already working in Generation Y, they run the risk of not being able to attain
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them, or possibly even attract them. Therefore, further exasperating the hospitality
industry’s already critically high turnover rate issue.
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